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ABSTRACT 
As the nation’s primary associate degree-granting institutions, community colleges 
provide access to higher education to the largest segment of undergraduates in America.  
However, a key challenge has been community colleges’ struggled to improve completion rates.  
In recent years, fewer than 40% of students have completed any type of degree or certificate 
within six years (T. R. Bailey, Jaggars, & Jenkins, 2015; Radford, Berkner, Wheeless, & 
Shepherd, 2010).  Recent arguments emphasize that community colleges must fundamentally 
rethink their organization and culture in order to meet current challenges and improve student 
outcomes (T. R. Bailey et al., 2015).  To this end, a number of change initiatives have emerged 
in recent years with linkages to the Learning Organization (LO) concept at their premise.  
Among these initiatives is Achieving the Dream (ATD), which embraces a strategy inclusive of a 
model designed to facilitate institutions substantially improving student success by helping them 
fundamentally change how they operate.  To date, few have attempted to examine the viability of 
the Learning Organization (LO) concept as a feasible approach toward meeting challenges and 
improving a college’s environment for students. An obvious obstacle has been the lack of a tool 
to measure the extent to which a college has the attributes of a learning organization.  A number 
of researchers have called for the continued assessment of the Dimensions of the Learning 
Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ) to evaluate its capability to effectively measure LO in 
various educational settings.  The purpose of this exploratory study is to explore any association 
between learning organization levels of ATD and non-ATD colleges.  In addition, to determine 
the association between learning organization levels and completion rates among ATD 
institutions.  ANOVA, t-test, and Multiple Regression were the primary statistical tests employed 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
Background to the Problem 
The large majority of the nation’s associate degree-granting institutions are community 
colleges.  These institutions operate in every state and currently enroll nearly half of all 
undergraduate students in the United States (A.A.C.C., 2015a; T. R. Bailey et al., 2015).    
Consequently, community colleges are responsible for providing an accessible avenue to higher 
education to the largest segment of undergraduates in America. Their key function is to provide 
transfer education, as well as career education and workforce training (Townsend & Dougherty, 
2006a).  For most, if not all, of community college students,  higher education is viewed as their 
only avenue to economic prosperity (T. Bailey & Morest, 2006; Fabes & Mattoon, 2007).  In 
fact, the majority of Black and Hispanic undergraduate students in the country are enrolled in 
community colleges, in addition to many low-income and first generation students (A.A.C.C., 
2016e).  Though chiefly recognized for their affordability and access to higher education, 
community colleges have struggled to keep many of their students on the path to completion.  In 
recent years, fewer than 40% of students completed any type of degree or certificate within six 
years (T. R. Bailey et al., 2015; Radford et al., 2010).  Such statistics have raised eyebrows and 
concern. 
If higher education is the pathway to prosperity for these students, we must find a better 
means to ensure their success.  The emergence of the national imperative known as “The 
Completion Agenda” has exerted pressure upon the community college sector to address this 
issue.  Spurred by former President, Barack Obama, community colleges have pledged to help 
improve student success and produce 50% more students with degrees and certificates by 2020 
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(A.A.C.C., 2015b; Biden, 2011; McPhail, 2011).  Educational attainment is tightly linked with 
success in the global economy for the U.S., so pressure to increase the number of college 
graduates has been building for decades (A.A.C.C., 2016a; Humphreys, 2012).  Former President 
Obama went as far as to proclaimed, “in a global economy where the most valuable skill you can 
sell is your knowledge, a good education is no longer just a pathway to opportunity—it is a 
prerequisite” and that “every American will need to get more than a high school diploma” 
(Humphreys, 2012).  As the primary producer of associate degrees and certificates, a large 
portion of the Completion Agenda burden falls on the community college sector.  A fundamental 
question is whether or not the community college is capable of answering the challenge. 
The community college is in the midst of facing an environment more demanding than 
ever, where it is being required to do more with fewer resources, and being held accountable to 
significantly improve outcomes for students passing through its doors (A.A.C.C., 2014; T. R. 
Bailey et al., 2015).  As far back as 1997, O’Banion proclaimed that because of the community 
college’s central role in American higher education, commitment to teaching and learning, and 
close positioning to American mainstream values, it is an ideal setting for experimenting and 
testing new approaches to learning and learning outcomes (p.46).  To this day the author’s 
observations remain relevant.  In 2008, Schuetz and Barr argued, “new theories based on 
community college dynamics are needed to help guide positive interventions and improve 
performance at institutional levels” (p.108).   That same year, Mellow and Heelan (2008) 
maintained a parallel view, contending that educational institutions and work organizations face 
similar challenges.  Among the challenges they specify are increased accountability, fierce 
competition, and decreasing funding/revenues (p.7).  Mellow and Heelan further assert that the 
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community college, in particular, needs to explore new responses to the demands of its 
environment (p.7).   
More recent arguments continue to stress community colleges being required to do more 
with fewer resources, and emphasize that improving outcomes require colleges to fundamentally 
rethink their organization and culture (Bailey, Jaggars et al 2015).  These imperatives raise the 
question of what, if any, approaches hold promise towards helping institutions address their 
challenges. One premise gaining research in recent decades is the Learning Organization (LO) 
concept and its potential impact on organizational performance (Chai & Dirani, 2018; Goh, 
Elliott, & Quon, 2012). 
Senge (1990) first introduced the concept of the learning organization.  He saw this as a 
means of incorporating learning processes as a tool to improve outcomes in business related 
environments.  Simply defined, a learning organization is an entity that has developed the 
capacity to learn and change (Watkins, 2005; Watkins & Marsick, 1993, 1996).  Watkins and 
Marsick’s (1993; 1996; 1999) operationalize their concept of the LO model as being comprised 
of seven dimensions, or action imperatives, that include: (a) create continuous learning 
opportunities,(b) promote inquiry and dialogue, (c) encourage collaboration and team learning, 
(d) establish systems to capture and share learning, (e) empower people toward a collective 
vision, (f) connect the organization with its environment, and (g) provision of leadership that 
models and supports learning. Studies in various settings and cultures have revealed that 
organizations advancing LO characteristics tend to outperform their counterparts that do not 
sufficiently pursue the establishment of LO (Chai & Dirani, 2018; Goh et al., 2012).  
 An important aspect of studying the learning organization concept and exploring 
potential linkages to performance improvement is measurement.  Watkins and Marsick (1993; 
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1996; 2003a) developed the Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ) as 
an instrument to assess the level at which individuals in an organization perceive it to be a LO.  
The DLOQ has been proven valid in a number of studies in various context and settings, and is 
one of the more widely used instruments for measuring LO levels (Ellinger, Ellinger, Yang, & 
Howton, 2002; K. Kim, Watkins, & Lu, 2016; Watkins, 2017; Watkins & Dirani, 2013; Yang, 
2003; Yang, Watkins, & Marsick, 2004).   
Although it was originally created for the business and industry community (Marsick & 
Watkins, 2003; Watkins & O'Neil, 2013; Yang, 2003), the few studies of the DLOQ in higher 
educational suggest that this tool is a viable means of measuring organizational learning 
processes in higher education (Abu-Tineh, 2011; Akhtar, Arif, Rubi, & Naveed, 2011; V. H. 
Ayers, 2002; N. Kumar, 2005; N. Kumar & Idris, 2006; Rowe, 2010; Ti & Chao-chen, 2015).  
As colleges seek to improve performance by undertaking change initiatives related to 
organizational learning and the learning organization concept (Kezar, 2014; O'Banion, 1997), the 
DLOQ may prove to be a valuable instrument for these institutions.  
 O’Banion made a notable contribution to the concept of a college as a learning 
organization in his  Learning College (LC) approach, a change initiative meant to model what a 
college would look like if it placed student learning first (p.6).  The LC approach is based on the 
assumption that educational experiences should be designed for the convenience of the learner, 
as opposed to the convenience of the institution and its staff (p. 47). O’Banion postulates that an 
institution taking this approach facilitates students making “passionate connections” to learning, 
thereby improving the likelihood for success (p.47).  He further argues that the basic concepts of 
the learning organization are philosophically compatible with the LC, providing a powerful 
foundation on which to build a learning college (p.100).  This implies that improving student 
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outcomes through the LC change initiative requires institutions to first seek to develop LO 
attributes.  Doing so requires colleges to undergo broad institutional transformation.  However, 
O’Banion’s approach has several deficits which render it impractical for broad implementation 
among institutions.  More specifically, it lacks statistical data and findings that can be 
generalized, and the absence of a feasible instrument for measuring the achievement of LC 
characteristics (Holmes, 2007).   
More recently the Achieving the Dream (ATD) organization took up the challenge to 
improved student success by arguing that sustainable institutional transformation (A.T.D., 
2018a) is essential.  ATD embraces a vision of helping foster a nation in which community 
colleges are highly valued for their role of preserving access, and ensuring students—low-
income and students of color, in particular—achieve academic success, personal growth, and 
economic opportunity (A.T.D., 2018a).  Key components of this strategy include closing 
achievement gaps and removing barriers to student success (A.T.D., 2018a).  As a significant 
part of ATD’s original approach, participating colleges engaged in The Achieving the Dream 
Student-Centered Model of Institutional Improvement (A.T.D., 2012e).  The model was designed 
to facilitate institutions substantially improving student success by helping them fundamentally 
change the way they operate (A.T.D., 2012g).  Kezar (2014) suggested  that ATD uses principles 
of organizational learning to drive change, thus linking ATD to the LO concept which evolved 
out of organizational learning research (Kezar, 2005b). At this time, the ATD Model lacks 
empirical evidence that early adopters of the change initiative substantially improved student 
outcomes (Mayer et al., 2014; Rutschow et al., 2011).   Results showed little change in outcomes 
after the first five years (Rutschow et al., 2011).  A more comprehensive study of ATD impacts 
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on student success remains to be done, as does a study of the extent to which ATD colleges 
underwent substantial transformation in their policies and practice.   
Statement of the Problem 
Despite the centrality of community colleges in the higher education, the rate of 
completion among community college students remains very low (T. R. Bailey et al., 2015; Ma 
& Baum, 2016). As a result, institutions in the sector are in danger of losing their credibility and 
funding sources (T. R. Bailey et al., 2015; D. P. Jones, 2013).  
To date, few have attempted to examine the viability of the Learning Organization (LO) 
as a feasible approach towards improving a college’s environment for students.  One obvious 
obstacle has been the lack of a tool to measure the extent to which a college has the attributes of 
a learning organization.  A number of researchers have called for the continued assessment of the 
DLOQ to evaluate its capability to effectively measure LO in various educational settings (Indra 
Ponnuswamy & Hansa Lysander Manohar, 2016; Song, Chermak, & Kim, 2013).  In addition, 
there has been little work to assess whether institutions who have participated in Achieving the 
Dream for multiple years have stronger leaning organization cultures than institutions that have 
not been part of this initiative.  That is, is there reason to believe that these ATD colleges have 
created a learning organization environment that would support institutional transformation?   
For the purposes of this study the following research questions are formulated. 
Research Questions 
1) Is there a significant difference in completion rates between colleges with at least five years 
experience in ATD and colleges with no history of participating in ATD? 
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2) To what extent do colleges with at least five years experience in ATD differ from a random 
sample of colleges with no history of participating in ATD in their adherence to the LO 
Model? 
3) What, if any, association exists between LO levels and student completion (graduation) rates 
in ATD institutions? 
a) When controlling for the institution size (enrollment), what effect do LO levels have 
upon student completion rates in ATD institutions? 
b) When controlling for institution location (urban, suburban, town, rural), what effect do 
LO levels have upon student completion rates in ATD institutions? 
c) When controlling for both institution size and location, what effect do LO levels have 
upon student completion rates in ATD institutions? 
Purpose Statement  
The purposes of this study are to first explore if there is an association between LO levels 
of ATD and non-ATD colleges, and second to determine the association between LO levels and 
completion rates among ATD institutions.    
The hypotheses for this study are as follows: 
• H1O: No significant difference in LO levels between ATD colleges with at least 
five years in the program and non-ATD colleges with no history in the program. 
• H1A: ATD colleges with at least five years in the program will have higher LO 
levels than non-ATD colleges with no history of participating in the program. 




• H2A: The increase in LO levels among ATD institutions will increase the 
completion rates. 
Overview of the Design of the Study 
This exploratory study uses a quantitative research design to compare LO levels of ATD 
and non-ATD colleges.  In addition, LO levels of ATD colleges were analyzed to determine if 
there is any association with secondary completion rate data compiled from the Integrated 
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS).  Only ATD institutions with at least five years 
of experience in the initiative, and non-ATD institutions with no experience with the initiative 
were included in the study. Perceptions of academic and student affairs administrators were 
gathered via the DLOQ survey instrument.  The DLOQ was administered online to participants.  
The dependent variables for this study were the rate at which students completed a 
certificate or degree (completion rate), and LO level.  The two covariates of institutional size 
(enrollment) and location (urban, suburban, town, and rural) were also included. 
Data were analyzed using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), t-test, and multiple regression 
to address the study’s research questions. 
Significance of the Study 
This study provides institutional leaders with insight into using the DLOQ as a means to 
assess the extent to which their institutions possess attributes of a learning organization.  Second, 
it provides insight into whether involvement in a transformational initiative, such as Achieving 
the Dream, is associated with higher levels of learning organization attributes.  Finally, the study 
examines whether LO levels are associated with graduation rates within institutions that have 




Organization of the Dissertation 
This dissertation is organized into five chapters.  Chapter 1 of the dissertation provides 
the background to the problem, the statement of the problem, research questions, purpose of the 
study, an overview of the design of the study, and its significance.  Chapter 2 presents a review 
of the relevant literature associated with the study, and concludes with a chapter summary.  
Chapter 3 describes the design of the study, conceptual framework guiding the study, surveying 
approach, instrumentation, data collection and analysis, procedures, definitions of relevant terms, 
limitations of the study, and will conclude with a chapter summary.  Chapter 4 provides the 
results of the research study with an overview of the sample, data set, validity and reliability of 
the survey instrument, and findings pertinent to the three research questions.  The study 
concludes with Chapter 5 and a brief review of the problem, discussion of the findings, 




CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
 
 Several domains of literature are relevant to this study examining and comparing the 
level of Learning Organization (LO) activity in Achieving the Dream (ATD) institutions and 
non-ATD institutions.  Therefore, this review of literature will be organized into several major 
sections.  First, as the targeted and predominant associate degree granting institutions in the 
study, a description of the community college sector is provided including its history, mission, 
and current challenges.  Second, the Achieving the Dream (ATD) approach to improving 
institutional performance, and thereby academic performance, will be explored.  Next, ATD 
membership is described and the section ends with an introduction to LO.  Thirdly, the 
previously introduced Learning Organization concept is distinguished from organizational 
learning, further defined, and conceptualized.  The section then discusses LO measurement 
instruments and introduces the DLOQ, including an overview of relevant empirical studies 
utilizing the DLOQ instrument in various work settings and higher education.  The last section 
summarizes the chapter and explains how the current study fits into the broader body of related 
literature. 
The Community College Sector 
 Emergence of the Community College in Higher Education History. With a vast and 
varied array of colleges and universities, the American system of higher education is renowned 
as one of the premier and unique educational systems in the world (D. O. Education, 2006).  
Officially founded in the United States with the establishment of Harvard College in 1636, early 
higher education institutions were connected to churches, but considered more educative  
agencies of personal mobility and community pride (Cohen, 1998).  During the nineteenth 
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century higher education significantly expanded its purpose to include such functions as 
professional training, research, general education beyond the level of secondary education, and 
opportunities for lifelong learning (Cohen, 1998).  Facing significant challenges such as global 
economic competition, national and local leaders realized that a more skilled workforce was 
necessary to maintain economic strength.  This need called for a dramatic increase in college 
attendance, yet three-quarters of high school graduates were not furthering their education due in 
part to colleges typically being long distances from their homes (A.A.C.C., 2016d).  Combined 
with the demand for more college access from a burgeoning high school system, the stage was 
set for the emergence of a new, locally-based form of institution that would significantly expand 
access to higher education in the United States (A.A.C.C., 2016d). 
 The community college first appeared in the United States around the turn of the 
twentieth century (Cohen & Brawer, 2003).  From a practical standpoint, the emergence of the 
institution was directly tied to the demand for local access to the first two years of higher 
education for high school graduates, and to the critical need for a more highly skilled workforce 
to function in the growing industrial economy (Cohen & Brawer, 2003).  From a prestige and 
political standpoint, also contributing to the rise of the community college, or “junior college” as 
it was also known, were several prominent educators of the era who proposed that universities 
relinquish the burden of providing the more menial freshman and sophomore preparatory work 
to this new set of institutions (A.A.C.C., 2016d; Cohen, 1998; Cohen & Brawer, 2003).  This 
would serve to further elevate the university’s position and status as a center of research and 
professional development, while further defining the community college’s role as an institution 
of teaching (Cohen, 1998; Cohen & Brawer, 2003). 
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 The community college had a very humble beginning in the early 1900’s, but as the 
century progressed the institution experienced periods of rapid growth, fueled by several 
significant events.  In 1901, Joliet Junior College, recognized as the nation’s oldest continuously 
operating public community college, first emerged within Joliet Central High School as an 
upward extension of the secondary school offering a 13th and 14th year of study (A.A.C.C., 
2016d; Cohen, 1998; Cohen & Brawer, 2003; StateUniversity.com, 2008).  This became the 
most common model for most early community colleges and the focus was primarily on 
providing general liberal arts studies.  During the Depression of the 1930’s, widespread 
unemployment prompted community colleges to offer job-training programs as a method of 
remedying the societal problem (A.A.C.C., 2016b).  After World War II, the conversion of 
military industries to consumer goods producing facilities created high demand for skilled 
workers, which further increased the need for higher education options (A.A.C.C., 2016b).  The 
availability of the G.I. Bill to assist returning soldiers with paying for college, along with the 
civil rights movement of the era, propelled a new wave of students into colleges across the nation 
(A.A.C.C., 2016b; Cohen & Brawer, 2003; Mellow & Heelan, 2008; StateUniversity.com, 
2008).   In 1947 the President’s Commission on Higher Education further added momentum to 
the rapid expansion of community colleges and their growth in enrollment, by articulating the 
groundwork by which a network of affordable, public, community-based, comprehensive 2-year 
colleges were instituted (A.A.C.C., 2016b; Cohen & Brawer, 2003; Mellow & Heelan, 2008).  
By 1960 community colleges numbered just over 400 nationally; and by 1980, their numbers had 
swelled in to 1,058.  Currently, there are just over 1,200 community colleges spread out across 
the United States with over 11.5 million students enrolled (A.A.C.C., 2016d). 
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 The Definition and Scope of the Community College.  Community colleges are an 
integral part of the American Higher Education System, and have manifested themselves as the 
epitome of the country’s commitment to affordability and accessibility to higher education for its 
citizenry (T. Bailey & Morest, 2006).  Community colleges are the only distinctly American 
form of higher education, and are both explicitly and implicitly committed to accessibility, 
community development, and social equity (Mellow & Heelan, 2008).  Mellow and Heelan 
(2008) suggest that the community college is the single most democratic form of higher 
education; created to revolutionize college education in the country by expanding the number of 
citizens with a college degree.   
Designed to meet the needs of the local communities in which they are situated, 
community colleges’ primary function focuses on teaching.  As part of this function, they offer 
an array of other services important to students who are working and/or have families and other 
responsibilities.  If not for these supplemental services, postsecondary education would be 
impractical or even impossible for many students (A.A.C.C., 2016e; Fabes & Mattoon, 2007). 
 Cohen and Brawer (2003) define the community college as “any institution regionally 
accredited to award the associate in arts or the associate in science as its highest degree” (p. 5).  
Typically, associate degrees can be earned in two years while most community colleges also 
offer certificates that can be earned in one year.  Research suggests that for each year of 
community college education earned, an individual can increase their earning ability by 5% to 
8% over that of a high school graduate.  For individuals earning an associate degree, annual 
earning ability increases significantly to between 15% and 27%, and for every $1 spent on an 
associate degree, $4.80 is gained in lifetime income (A.A.C.C. & E.M.S.I., 2014; Fabes & 
Mattoon, 2007; Kane & Rouse, 1999).   Regardless of the research pertaining to the benefits of 
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completing degrees and certificates, the fundamental goal of many community college students 
is simply to complete coursework that will assist them in improving their economic status (T. 
Bailey & Morest, 2006; Fabes & Mattoon, 2007). 
Community colleges currently enroll nearly half of all undergraduate students in the 
United States (A.A.C.C., 2016c).  The nation’s nearly twelve hundred institutions operate in 
every state and serve as the primary gateway to higher education for significant groups of the 
population.  With the provision of transfer education, career education, and workforce training as 
key components of their multiple missions, community colleges serve a wide range of both 
traditional and non-traditional students of varying ages, abilities, socio-economic means, and 
educational goals.  A prime illustration of their importance is the realization that the majority of 
Black and Hispanic undergraduate students in the United States are enrolled on the campuses of 
community colleges (A.A.C.C., 2016e; T. Bailey & Morest, 2006; Cohen & Brawer, 2003). ).  In 
addition, community colleges serve a large numbers of non-traditional adult students, which is 
evident by the average age of community college students being 29 years (A.A.C.C., 2016e).  
Two-thirds of all community college students attend on a part-time basis, and half of all 
baccalaureate degree recipients attend a community college at some time during their course of 
studies (A.A.C.C., 2016e).  In short, because of its role as the provider of education, educational 
services, and training to a very broad and diverse audience, the community college has 
established itself as a vital component of the American higher educational system.  
The Mission of the Community College.  The community college is an institution with 
multiple missions.  Embracing and being guided by a mission to be comprehensive in nature, 
community colleges need to be responsive, adaptive, and dynamic in the carrying out of their 
educational function (D. F. Ayers, 2002; Vaughn, 1991).  There is general agreement that at the 
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core of the community college is the overarching societal mission of providing access to all, 
better known as the “open door policy” (T. Bailey & Morest, 2006; Cohen & Brawer, 2003; 
Shannon & Smith, 2006; Townsend & Dougherty, 2006b).  This egalitarian concept provides the 
foundation for the various functional missions the institution takes on.  The primary functional 
missions include facilitating the transfer function for students aspiring to attain education beyond 
the first two years of college, and providing vocational education and workforce training 
(Shannon & Smith, 2006; Townsend & Dougherty, 2006b).  Although community colleges 
typically share overall societal and certain functional missions, each individual institution tailors 
its mission focus to meet the specific needs and demands of the community in which it resides 
(Cohen & Brawer, 2003; Kasper, 2002; Shannon & Smith, 2006; Townsend & Dougherty, 
2006b).  Common examples of community colleges tailoring their missions to needs of the local 
community include the universal offerings of developmental education and community 
enrichment courses by these institutions (C.C.R.C., 2016).  In essence this phenomenon serves as 
the basis by which each community college uniquely accomplishes the functioning of its 
overarching mission and develops its own identity. 
A distinguishing feature of the community college is its multiple missions and the 
complexity in which they often co-exist.  The President’s Commission on Higher Education 
(1947), also known as the Truman Commission, was a major catalyst in the expansion of 
community colleges.  The report recommended that community colleges increase in numbers and 
serve the entire post-secondary needs of their communities.  This charge to the institution helped 
pave the way for the community college to attempt to be all things to all people, and as a result, 
gave acceptance to the notion of multiple missions.   
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According to Dougherty and Townsend (2006), one of the most difficult tasks in 
addressing the community college’s missions is determining what the multiple missions are, 
much less what they should be.  Community colleges are not static institutions and neither are 
their missions (Dougherty & Townsend, 2006).  Townsend and Dougherty (2006b) maintain that 
it is not uncommon for missions to change and evolve over time in response to demographic, 
economic, and societal pressures, or for emphases to shift among institutional missions and how 
they are manifest in college functions.  At times institutional missions appear contradictory 
and/or incompatible, such as the ongoing tension between providing open access to 
disadvantaged students and demonstrating accountability for students’ academic success 
(Dougherty & Townsend, 2006; Townsend & Dougherty, 2006b).  These and other missions 
appear in direct conflict with one another and are exacerbated when institutions face limited or 
decreasing resources such as funding, time, and energy (Dougherty & Townsend, 2006). 
 Current Challenges Facing the Community College.  It is well documented that 
today’s community colleges face daunting challenges to their functioning and missions.  As 
community colleges respond to increasing demands for accountability and improving completion 
rates, their commitment to access and quality is being tested (Friedel, 2008; Salinas & Friedel, 
2016; Schudde & Goldrick-Rab, 2014).  Although the nation’s 50 community college systems, 
comprised of nearly 1200 individual colleges, are complex and distinct in such criteria as 
mission, history, governance, funding, and accountability, they face similar challenges and 
opportunities (Salinas & Friedel, 2016).   Several primary challenges and opportunities facing 
community colleges include: The diversity and complexities of limited budgets; meeting 
workforce demands; meeting the needs of increased numbers of underprepared students; student 
access, retention, and completion; declining enrollments; and maintaining facilities and 
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technology (Juszkiewicz, 2016; Salinas & Friedel, 2016).  Salinas and Friedel (2016) 
demonstrated that the challenges facing community colleges have not significantly changed over 
the last 10 years, with the exception of an increased emphasis on student outcomes and 
completion (T. R. Bailey et al., 2015; Grossman et al., 2015).  The new reality for community 
colleges is facing an environment where they must overcome converging social, political, and 
economic forces, coupled with the expectation of accomplishing more with fewer resources. 
Community Colleges and the Completion Agenda.  On October 5, 2010, the first-ever 
White House Summit on Community Colleges was held at the White House in Washington, D.C. 
(Biden, 2011).  The summit’s purpose was to begin a national conversation to share best 
practices on how to improve student outcomes in the nation’s community colleges (p.5).  In his 
opening remarks at the summit, the President of the United States, Barack Obama, set a goal for 
the nation’s higher education institutions when he proclaimed that by the year 2020, “America 
will once again lead the world in producing college graduates” (p.12).  The President went on to 
add that he believes community colleges will need to play a key role in achieving the goal by 
producing an additional 5 million degrees and certificates in the next 10 years (p. 12).  Secretary 
of Education, Arnie Duncan, reiterated the President’s charge in his remarks at the summit by 
saying that community colleges will be the “linchpin” to reaching the goal, and he challenged 
community colleges to lead the way in the effort to help ensure the future vitality of the nation’s 
economy (Duncan, 2010).  In the response, the American Association of Community Colleges 
(AACC)—the primary advocacy organization for the nation’s 1,200 community colleges—
joined several other national organizations in expressing a shared commitment to student 
completion (McPhail, 2011).  They have embraced the national imperative now known as “The 
Completion Agenda”, and have invited the nation’s community colleges to join the call to action 
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by pledging to produce 50% more students with high-quality degrees and certificates by 2020 
(McPhail, 2011).  In essence, the nation’s community colleges have accepted the role of being 
placed center-stage in the challenge to revitalize the economy via raising the educational 
attainment level of the country’s citizenship. 
Addressing the Completion Agenda Challenge.  While the strategies to meet The 
Completion Agenda vary among institutions, at its 2010 annual joint board and commission 
meeting the AACC convened panel discussions and focus groups to develop guiding concepts 
for community colleges to consider for enhancing and sustaining college completion efforts 
(McPhail, 2011).  Among the key points were the suggestions that: completion be a part of the 
strategic plan and embedded in the fabric of the institution; students, staff, faculty, 
administration, and the community at large be engaged in the work of completion; and that 
completion be transparent and data driven (p.3).  In the section that follows some of the solutions 
from the literature will be presented. 
  Of the five relevant studies Jenkins (2011) found pertaining to practices of 
undergraduate institutions with superior student outcomes related to completion (Carey, 2005; 
Jenkins, 2007; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, Witt, & Associates, 2005; Muraskin & Lee, 2004; (SREB), 
2010), five practices were identified by the majority (3-5) of the studies: Leadership with a 
strong focus on student success; well-coordinated, proactive student support services; innovation 
in teaching methods for improving student success; use of data analysis to monitor student 
progress and guide program improvements; and targeted programs that provide advising and 
academic support specially designed for at-risk students.  Overall, the literature strongly suggests 
innovations in policy and practice must be implemented in concert with one another and must be 
aligned with increasing student learning and completion in order to be effective (Jenkins, 2011). 
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With the community college facing challenges like never before, and no apparent relief 
from circumstances in sight, community college stakeholders and other interested parties are 
asking such questions as, “How are community colleges responding?”, and “Are there new 
opportunities to strengthen the institutions” (Mellow & Heelan, 2008)?  Like various other work 
organizations facing similar challenges, the community college must explore strategies, practices 
and approaches that it may not have previously considered in order to continue to fulfill its 
purpose and mission, and to address the call to increase student completion (Eddy & Mitchell, 
2017; Jenkins, 2011; Mellow & Heelan, 2008; Schuetz & Barr, 2008).   
A number of scholars advocate for a strategy that has gained interest in the community 
college sector called the learning college (LC) concept (O'Banion, 1997).  The LC makes 
learning the central focus for all activity of the institution, and places an emphasis on providing 
educational experiences for learners any way, any place and any time (p47).  According to 
O’Banion (1997), the approach is “tailor-made” for the community college while holding 
promise for helping students make passionate connections to learning (p.47). 
Another strategy that has gained momentum is the Achieving the Dream (ATD) 
movement; a national initiative spearheaded by the non-profit organization Achieving the 
Dream, Inc., and dedicated to helping more community college students earn a certificate or 
degree (A.T.D., 2016a).  ATD is evidence-based, student-centered, and built on the values of 
equity and excellence as it leverages several approaches to close achievement gaps and 
accelerate student success nationwide (A.T.D., 2016a). 
Like many work organizations that have begun to embrace the concept, a number of 
community colleges have been attracted to the learning organization (LO) concept and have 
begun to apply some of its processes (O'Banion, 1996).   LO pioneer, Peter Senge (1990), 
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described the LO as an institution in which “people continually expand their capacity to create 
the results they truly desire, where new and expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, where 
collective aspiration is set free, and where people are continually learning how to learn together.”     
Given the interest in the LC, ATD, and LO in the community college context, as well as the 
challenges facing the community college, all three are worth further examination as possible 
approaches available to the sector to help it successfully fulfill its mission and foster student 
success in the form of improved completion rates. 
The Learning College Concept 
Background and Definitions Associated with the Learning College Concept.   
Although much has been written about and produced as a result of the Learning Revolution, one 
of the more significant derivatives of the movement has been the Learning College—often 
referred to as the Learning-Centered College (O'Banion, 2011).  The Learning College was the 
attempt to create a systemic design of what a college would look like if it placed learning first, 
and overhauled the conventional structure of education (p.6).  O’Banion (1995-1996; 1997) 
defined the Learning College as an institution that places learning first and provides educational 
experiences for its learners anyway, anyplace, and anytime.  The model is built on the 
assumption that educational experiences are designed for the convenience of learners, as opposed 
to the convenience of institutions and their staffs (O'Banion, 1997).  The Learning College is 
based on six key principles that primarily refer to process and structure, and place student-





Learning College Principles and Descriptions 
LC Principle Description 
Creates substantive 
change in individual 
learners 
The LC creates a powerful environment and culture where 
learning Kindles new ways of seeing, thinking, and doing that 
can lead to changed behavior in students, as well as in 
administrators, faculty, support staff, and trustees.  Learners 
explore and experiment with new and expanded versions of 
what they can become.  Learning becomes a central topic of 
institutional conversation beyond rudimentary measures of 
institutional effectiveness. 
 
Engages learners as full 
partners in the learning 
process, with learners 
assuming primary 
responsibility for their 
own choices 
As learner chooses to engage LC, a series of services initiate 
to prepare learner for experience and opportunities to come.  
Key expectations of learners, 1.) They are full partners in the 
creation and implementation of their learning experiences, and 
2.) They will assume primary responsibility for making their 
own choices about goals and options. 
  
Creates and offers as 
many options for 
learning as possible 
The LC will create as many learning options as possible in 
order to provide successful learning experiences for all 
learners. Learners will be able to review and experiment with 
options regarding time, place, structure and methodology.   
  
Assists learners to form 
and participate in 
collaborative learning 
activities 
The LC fosters and nourishes learning communities as an 
integral part of its design.  Staff form and recruit students into 
cohorts of common interest or circumstances.  Individual 
students are oriented and formed into groups or communities 
of learners. 
 
Defines the roles of 
learning facilitators by 
the needs of the learners 
Everyone employed in the LC is a learning facilitator, and 
personnel are selected on the basis of what learners need.  The 
goal is to have every employed person thinking about how his 
or her work facilitates the learning process. 
  
The LC and its 
facilitators succeed only 
when improved and 
expanded learning can 
be documented and 
proved for their learners 
Ultimate goal of the LC is to promote and expand learning. 
Therefore, what students know and what they can do is 
documented, and this information is used as the primary 
measure of success for the learning facilitators and the LC. 
(O'Banion, 1995-1996)  
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The preponderance of studies on the Learning College concept are anecdotal and focused 
on examining individual institutions and their employees’ experience along the journey to 
becoming a LC (Holmes, 2007).  While providing a wealth of rich narrative data that adds to the 
body of knowledge on the LC concept, there exists a lack of statistical data and findings on LC 
that can be generalized (p.63).  This void further contributes to the lack of accountability in 
developing and implementing so-called LC initiatives.    
Another salient problem with LC is the absence of a feasible instrument to assess the 
achievement of LC.  The Learning College Inventory (LCI) was designed specifically for the 
purpose of helping institutions assess their status as LCs, and to provide a tool for monitoring 
and directing progress toward becoming more learning-centered (O'Banion, Miles, & Wilson, 
2000).  However, the LCI lacks evidence of validation and reliability, and proved to be a 
cumbersome instrument for a number of institutions to use, and consequently was deemed 
optional for use as an evaluation tool (Innovation, 1995-2012).  As a result, there is a need for a 
practical, validated and reliable instrument to assess an institution’s adoption of the principles 
associated with the LC if the strategy is to proliferate.  Thus far, no such instrument has been 
found.    
Achieving the Dream (ATD)  
 Background and the ATD Approach to Student Success and Completion.  Founded 
in 2004 by the Lumina Foundation and several partnering organizations, ATD is a non-profit 
national reform movement dedicated to promoting student success in higher education, in 
particular, among low-income and students of color (A.T.D., 2016a).  According to ATD’s 
website (2018a), the organization’s mission is “To lead and support a national network of 
community colleges to achieve sustainable institutional transformation through sharing 
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knowledge, innovative solutions and effective practices and policies leading to improved 
outcomes for all students”.  ATD embraces a vision of helping foster a nation in which 
community colleges are highly valued for their role of preserving access and ensuring students—
low-income and students of color in particular—achieve academic success, personal growth, and 
economic opportunity (A.T.D., 2018a).   
  In order to foster an enduring, nationwide movement of student success and completion 
in the community college sector, ATD has created the Achieving the Dream National Reform 
Network, which includes over 220 colleges in 41 states (A.T.D., 2018b).  The network prides 
itself on engaging some of the more forward-thinking leaders and practitioners dedicated to 
college reform, and was founded on the three pillars of (a) a student-centered vision, (b) equity 
and excellence, and (c) evidence-based decision making (A.T.D., 2012i).  Under ATD’s original 
methodology, the three pillars guided the network’s complex work of advancing success for all 
students through four carefully designed, integrated approaches to closing achievement gaps and 




ATD National Reform Network’s Four Approaches to Promoting Student Success 
Approach Description 
Institutional Change ATD is based on the principle that to improve student success on 
a substantial scale, institutions must fundamentally change the 
way they operate. ATD uses a student-centered model of 
institutional improvement focused on creating a culture of 
evidence in which data and inquiry are used to drive broad-based 
institutional efforts to improve student outcomes  (A.T.D., 
2012a). 
  
Policy Change Since ATD’s inception, state policy reform has been an integral 
part of the movement and continues to be a powerful force 
toward working to close achievement gaps and increase student 
success and completion.  ATD founding partner Jobs for the 
Future (JFF) manages the state policy reform portfolio for ATD, 
and has led the charge to create the Postsecondary Policy Reform 
Network, a multistate collaboration committed to advancing state 





In service to educators and the community college sector at 
large, ATD conducts and makes available original research on 
success strategies and relevant metrics (A.T.D., 2012b). 
  
Public Engagement ATD has mobilized the nation’s most comprehensive network of 
community college reformers dedicated to student success.  This 
network included leaders from higher education, philanthropy, 
government, business, academia, as well as community college 
faculty, staff, students, and local community members.  
Collectively, this group has established a common understanding 
of the barriers to student success and forged commitments to a 






 Institutional Change: The Achieving the Dream Student-Centered Model of 
Institutional Improvement: 5 Principles, 5 Steps, 1 Goal.  Community colleges interested in 
joining the ATD movement were required to apply for selection into the Reform Network, and if 
chosen, commit to following the ATD framework for educational reform known as the Student-
Centered Model of Institutional Improvement (A.T.D., 2012g).  The model was a reform effort 
designed to facilitate institutions substantially improving student success by helping them 
fundamentally change the way they operate, as opposed to typical efforts by community colleges 
to improve student outcomes at the time, in which marginal changes were made with limited 




ATD Student-Centered Model of Institutional Improvement 
Component 
 
Individual Principle/Step/Goal Description 
Five 
Principles 
Principle 1) Committed Leadership 
 
Senior college leaders actively support efforts to improve student success, and 
are committed to achieving equity across ethnic, racial and income groups.  
Leaders among administrators, board members, faculty and staff demonstrate a 
willingness to make changes in policies, procedures, and resource allocation for 
the purpose of improving student success. 
   
 Principle 2) Use of Evidence to 
Improve Programs and Services 
The college establishes processes for using data about student progression and 
outcomes to identify achievement gaps among student groups, formulates 
strategies for addressing the gaps identified and improving student success 
overall, and evaluates the effectiveness of those strategies. 
   
 Principle 3) Broad Engagement 
 
Faculty, student services staff, and administrators share responsibility for 
student success, and collaborate on assessing the effectiveness of programs and 
services and improving them. Other stakeholders with influence on student 
success (K-12 systems, employers, etc.) are included in discussions about 
student performance, desired outcomes, and potential improvement strategies. 
Insight about ways to improve student success is also gained from students 
themselves through surveys, focus groups, and/or advisory councils. 
   
 Principle 4) Systemic Institutional 
Improvement 
 
Planning processes are established that rely on data to set goals for student 
success and then uses the data to measure goal attainment. Academic programs 
and services are regularly evaluated to determine how well they promote 
student success and how they can be improved. Budget allocation decisions are 
based on evidence of program effectiveness and are linked to plans to increase 
student success. Faculty and staff are afforded professional development 
opportunities that reinforce efforts that help to close achievement gaps and 





Individual Principle/Step/Goal Description 
 Principle 5) Equity ATD colleges commit to eliminating achievement gaps among student groups, 
including students of color and low income students while improving outcomes 
for all students. When an achievement gap exists, institutions engage faculty, 
staff, and administration in developing and implementing strategic changes that 
ensure pedagogy and services are tailored to students’ unique needs. Colleges 
establish an educational environment where all students have the best 
opportunities to succeed. A commitment to equity ensures that institutions focus 
on achieving high rates of success and completion for all students, especially 
those who have traditionally faced the most significant barriers to achievement. 
   
Five Steps Step 1) Commit to Improving 
Student Outcomes 
 
The college’s leadership makes a clear commitment to improving student 
outcomes, makes it an institutional priority, and communicates this priority to 
internal and external stakeholders. Leadership support for the initiative sends a 
signal to faculty, staff, and others that ATD is more than just another project. 
   
 Step 2) Use Data to Prioritize 
Actions 
 
Once the college has made a commitment to improving student outcomes, the 
next step is to make an honest and forthright assessment of performance with 
respect to student outcomes, identify barriers to student achievement and 
opportunities for improvement, and explicitly articulate those that will be 
addressed as priorities. 
   
 Step 3) Engage Stakeholders to 
Help Develop a Plan 
 
The third step in the ATD process for increasing student success is to engage 
internal and external stakeholders in the development of strategies for 
addressing priority problems and improving student achievement.  
   
 Step 4) Implement, Evaluate, and 
Improve Strategies 
ATD institutions have found it most effective to focus their energies on 
implementing a limited number of strategies (usually two to four). At many 
institutions, the core team initially oversees the implementation of strategies. As 
time goes on, a standing committee or another established body responsible for 
monitoring student success at the college should take on this role.  





Individual Principle/Step/Goal Description 
 Step 5) Establish a Culture of 
Continuous Improvement 
As strategies prove successful and are brought to scale, colleges are expected to 
repeat the initial steps of this process, identifying new problem areas and 
developing, testing, and expanding effective approaches to addressing those 
problems.  
   
One Goal Goal: Success for all community 
college students, especially those of 
color and low-income students 
Facilitate more students earning postsecondary credentials, including 
occupational certificates and degrees. Success is define by the rates at which 
students: 
  • Successfully complete remedial or developmental instruction and 
advance to credit-bearing courses 
  • Enroll in and successfully complete the initial college-level or gateway 
courses in subjects such as math and English 
  • Complete the courses they take with a grade of "C" or better 
  • Persistence from one term to the next 
  • Attain a certificate or degree 
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Rooted in five principles, the model was an effort to provide a structure for institutions to 
systemically close achievement gaps, and help more students stay in school and earn a college 
certificate or degree (A.T.D., 2012d).   Although individual colleges approached the work 
differently, ATD’s five-step process provided practical guidelines for keeping participating 
institutions focused (A.T.D., 2012d).  In addition to the model, throughout the process ATD 
member institutions were provided coaches to support and help each college implement data-
informed programs and policies that build long-term, institution-wide commitment to student 
success (A.T.D., 2012d).  With the provision of structure and support from being a part of ATD, 
participating institutions committed to developing, implementing, assessing and sharing their 
researched-based findings widely (A.T.D., 2012g, 2013). 
In the book “How Colleges Change”, Kezar (2014) confirms that Achieving the Dream 
uses principles of organizational learning (OL) to drive change in its original model.   According 
to Kezar, “The components of the project that focus on organizational learning (OL) are using 
evidence and data to support institutional improvements that help students be more successful” 
(p. 80).  ATD employed the five-step process for increasing student success through systemic 
institutional improvement, which was an effort to create a culture of evidence-based decision-
making, also referred to as an OL environment (p. 80). 
For the purpose of facilitating reflection on the current state of institutions just beginning 
the ATD process, and to help them develop a starting point, ATD provided an assessment tool 
called the Readiness Assessment Survey (A.T.D., 2014a).  The Readiness Assessment focused 
on the five principles necessary for effective institutions, and used a five-point Likert scale to 
help institutions reflect on the extent to which they possessed certain practices related to 
fostering positive student outcomes (A.T.D., 2014a).  ATD recommended that the survey be 
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completed by a team of senior administrators, faculty, and staff leaders brought together for the 
purpose of discussing the institution’s policies, procedures, and practices in terms of their 
support of student success (A.T.D., 2014a).  ATD provided a slightly modified version of the 
Readiness Assessment Survey called the Principles Assessment Survey for institutions to 
administer to involved stakeholders after their first year, second year, and each year beyond to 
reflect on their progress in implementing and developing the five principles (A.T.D., 2014b). 
Validity and reliability information regarding ATD’s assessment tool is unavailable.  
Consequently, the Principles Assessment Survey instrument was not used for this study. 
In 2016, ATD introduced the ATD Institutional Capacity Framework to its network.  
After ten years of experience, ATD realized that in order to take on large-scale interventions that 
substantially improving student success, institutions need to develop and sustain seven essential 
capacities toward creating a student-focused culture (A.T.D., 2016b).  The seven capacities are 





 ATD’s Institutional Capacity Framework 
Capacity Description 
Leadership & Vision The commitment and collaboration of the institution's leadership with 
respect to student success and the clarity of the vision for desired 
change. 
  
Data & Technology The institution's capacity to collect, access, analyze and use data to 
inform decision, and to use powerful technology to support student 
success. 
  
Equity The commitment, capabilities, and experiences of an institution to 
equitably serve low-income students, students of color and other at-risk 
student populations with respect to access, success, and campus climate. 
  
Teaching & Learning The commitment to engaging full-time and adjunct faculty in 
examinations of pedagogy, meaningful professional development, and a 
central role for them as change agents within the institution. Also, the 
college's commitment to advising, tutoring, and out-of-classroom 
supports as well as restructuring developmental education to facilitate 




The creation of strategic partnerships with key external stakeholders, 
such as K-12, universities, employers and community-baed 
organizations and internal stakeholders across the institution to 
participate in the student success agenda and improvement of student 
outcomes. 
  
Strategy & Planning The alignment of the institution with the umbrella goal of student 
success and the institution's process for translating the desired future 
into defined goals and objectives and executing the actions to achieve 
them. 
  
Policies & Practices The institutional policies and practices that impact student success and 
the processes for examining and aligning policies and practices to 




At the time of the surveying for this study (2017), ATD’s Institutional Capacity 
Framework was still a very new concept for institution’s involved in ATD.  Colleges were still 
operating under the Student-Centered Model of Improvement and determining methods to 
implementing the newly introduced framework.  Therefore, measurable results had not yet been 
achieved.  Consequently, the Institutional Capacity Framework is not advanced as the conceptual 
framework for this study.  Along with the roll out of the seven capacities framework, ATD 
introduced a diagnostic assessment tool called The Institutional Capacity Assessment Tool 
(ICAT) to help institutions determine their strengths and challenges in each capacity area 
(A.T.D., 2016d).  Due to the ICAT’s newness, its validity and reliability are relatively unproven; 
therefore, it is not considered an ideal instrument for the purposes of this study. 
ATD Outcome Metrics.  As indicated in Table 6, ATD’s Student-Centered Model of 
Institutional Improvement, success was defined according to the outcome metrics of rate at 
which students (a) successfully complete remedial or developmental instruction and advance to 
credit-bearing courses, (b) enroll in and successfully complete the initial college-level or 
gateway courses in subjects such as math and English, (c) complete the courses they take with a 
“C” or better (course completion), (d) persist from one term to the next (retention), and (e) attain 
a certificate or degree (graduation) (A.T.D., 2012d).    The percentage of students in a cohort 
who attained a certificate or degree is the primary outcome performance variable used for this 
study due to its centrality to the Achieving the Dream program and the Completion Agenda, as 
well as its availability in the IPEDS database. 
 ATD Membership.  Initially, membership in ATD involved a selection process whereby 
a specific number of applicant institutions were chosen annually and invited to make a three-year 
commitment to participate as part of an ATD cohort (A.T.D., 2013).  As part of the three-year 
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commitment, institutions would pay a total of $225,000, payable in annual installments of 
$75,000, for access to the services and support provided by ATD membership (p.7).  After the 
three-year period, institutions could maintain access to ATD support services for an annual fee of 
$10,000 (p.7).  Prospective institutions were cautioned to keep in mind that significant 
improvement in student outcomes are not likely to occur in three-years, but they should prepare 
to continue their ATD work over the long-term in order to achieve desired results (A.T.D., 
2012g).  Currently, any accredited two-year community or technical college is eligible to apply 
for ATD membership (A.T.D., 2016c).  Over 220 institutions participate in ATD out of the more 
than 1,200 community colleges spread across the nation (A.T.D., 2018b). 
Existing ATD Literature Related to Improving Organizational Performance.    At 
the time of this study, the preponderance of research studies pertaining to ATD were focused on 
examining individual ATD institutions, or institutions within a given state or ATD cohort, and 
their experience with implementing strategies to improve student success, per the original ATD 
Model.  This researcher found limited empirical studies pertaining to the population of 
institutions participating in ATD.  Most similar to this study was a dissertation (Washington, 
2017) examining differences in student engagement levels between ATD and non-ATD 
institutions in four states during the 2011-2012 time frame, as measured by data collected by The 
Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE).  Findings were mixed and 
inconclusive regarding the impact of ATD participation on student engagement, with a 
recommendation that additional studies be conducted at ATD and non-ATD colleges on student 
engagement to identify obstacles hindering student success.  The following are additional studies 
related to ATD institutions and performance. 
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In a report on high performing organizations within and outside of higher education, 
Jenkins (2011) reported that early field studies on the ATD program indicated that some 
participating institutions showed signs of implementing key aspects of the ATD model, such as 
leaders increasing their commitment to improving student success, and promoting the use of data 
to identify opportunities for improvement (Brock et al., 2007; Jenkins, Ellwein, Wachen, 
Kerrigan, & Cho, 2009).  On the other hand, it was also found that some colleges had difficulties 
engaging faculty on a broad scale in improvement efforts, due in part to ATD encouraging a top-
down approach to colleges in the formation of their core ATD team (Jenkins, 2011).  Jenkins 
also found in a survey of data use by administrators and faculty at ATD colleges, that 
individuals’ usage depended primarily on departmental policies and practices, as opposed to 
broad, institutional influences (p.18).  The study concluded that although the formal evaluation 
of ATD was still underway at the time, it might not be as impactful as anticipated due to a lack 
of focus on teaching and learning, and the difficulty in garnering broad engagement from faculty 
(p.19). 
Kerrigan and Jenkins (2013) examined the usage of data by faculty, administrators, and 
student service staff by ATD institutions in the state of Washington, who joined the movement in 
2006-2007.  The survey was administered to faculty and administrators in 2007, and to faculty 
administrators and student services staff in 2010 in order to examine if there had been any 
changes in frequency and extent of data usage on student matters in the three year period 
(Kerrigan & Jenkins, 2013).  The overall findings indicated that there was an increase in data 
usage by faculty, and an increase in usage of certain types of data by faculty and student services 
staff, but there remained significant room for improvement by all (p.1). 
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Fifteen colleges participating in ATD that had small scale success with developmental 
education reform projects were chosen to participate in the Developmental Education Initiative 
(DEI) (Quint, Jaggars, Byndloss, & Magazinnik, 2013).  The objective of the DEI program was 
to support the institutions in scaling up their successful strategies over a 3 year period, with the 
report’s emphasis on using quantitative and qualitative methods to examine their implementation 
success.  The study found that DEI institutions were able to more than double the number of 
participating students in the strategies, but did not reach the participant number that they had 
expected (Quint et al., 2013).  While not a rigorous impact study, a key finding was that a 
comparison of developmental students’ outcomes at DEI institutions to outcomes of those at 
non-participating institutions yielded no significant difference (p.iii). 
Jenkins, Kerrigan, Wachen and Mayer (2012) examined the six Washington State 
community and technical colleges that joined ATD in 2006 to accomplish the three objectives of 
(a) describing the progress made toward implementing ATD institutional improvement 
principles, (b) comparing their effectiveness in implementing student success outcome strategies 
with those of the institutions that joined ATD initially, and (c) chart trends in student outcomes 
before and after joining the ATD movement.  Among other findings, all but one of the 
institutions exhibited some notable level of progress toward building a culture of evidence, the 
Washington colleges were more likely to make changes in instruction as opposed to the initial 
ATD colleges, and finally, no notable changes were made among the six Washington institutions 
in terms of average student outcomes (Jenkins et al., 2012). 
A report by Rutschow et al. (2011) documents the experience of the first 26 colleges to 
join ATD in 2004 and their progress through Spring 2009 in implementing ATD principles.  
Among the finding were that approximately 80% of the institutions were able to implement some 
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level of practices associate with a moderate to strong level of a culture of evidence (p.iii).  In 
addition, although a wide range of strategies were implemented to improve student success, the 
majority remained small in scale, and therefore, had relatively small impact (p.iii).  And finally, 
trends in student outcomes remained unchanged, by in large, with few exceptions (p.iii). 
Given the state of literature on ATD and its lack of empirical research studies pertaining 
to ATD participants’ performance, there is a need for more studies exploring this area. 
Literature and Analysis Related to Impact of ATD on Completion.  Determining the 
impact of participating in ATD on student outcomes is considered an ongoing endeavor.  
According to Jenkins (2011), the ATD Model for improving performance is an iterative, 
continuous improvement process.  While limited, literature exists that provides insight into how 
ATD participation impacted student outcomes in the first five years of the program.  However, 
given ATD abandoned the Student-Centered Model of Institutional Improvement and replaced it 
with the ATD Institutional Capacities Framework, this provides evidence of the lack of impact 
by the original model. 
In a follow-up study by Mayer et al. (2014), to the 2011 report by Rutschow et al., 
research organization MDRC and the Community College Research Center (CCRC) studied the 
implementation of ATD and student outcome trends in the first cohort.  The study focused on 
results from 2004 – 2009, and contends there was not a rigorous study with appropriately chosen 
control groups and should not be considered causal, but sought to describe the colleges’ 
performance over time on key outcome measures (p.13).  Although a small sample, outcomes for 
students in the Round 1 cohort—for those colleges reporting—were relatively unchanged from 
pre- to post- ATD initiative (p.ES-1).  The report goes on to emphasize that there was significant 
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variation in student outcome trends among the cohort over a five year period, with some colleges 
showing improvement in certain outcomes, while others showing a decline in certain areas. 
In a preliminary independent-samples t-test analysis of completion rates of ATD colleges  
with at least five years in the program and non-ATD colleges with no history of participating in 
the program (N= 1015), the difference was significant when nothing was controlled (t (1013) = 
7.77, p = .00). The results indicate a potential relationship that will be further explored in this 
study. Data for ATD colleges was sourced from the Achieving the Dream website, while data for 
non-ATD colleges was sourced from IPEDS.    
The Learning Organization Concept 
 Distinguishing Between Organizational Learning, the Learning Organization, and 
the Learning College.  The concepts of organizational learning (OL) and the learning 
organization (LO) are often used interchangeably (Kezar, 2005b; Kontoghiorghes, Awbrey, & 
Feurig, 2005; Ortenbald, 2001).  In reality, the two constructs are related but distinct (Yang et al., 
2004).  OL is considered descriptive (‘how organizations learn’), while LO is considered 
prescriptive (‘how organizations should learn’) in nature (Easterby-Smith, Burgoyne, & Araujo, 
1999; Vera, 2009).  OL emerged from academics, relates to processes or set of activities an 
organization engages in, and is neutral as far as placing a value on learning (Easterby-Smith, 
1997; Kezar, 2005b; Kontoghiorghes et al., 2005; Tsang, 1997).  In contrast, LO emerged 
primarily from practice, is an environment that fosters a culture of learning, and is considered an 
ideal form that ensures individual learning enriches and enhances the overall organization 
(Kezar, 2005b; Kontoghiorghes et al., 2005; Tsang, 1997).  Further, LO evolved out of OL 
research (Kezar, 2005b). Although there are various definitions of the concept, in general, LO 
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scholars are more optimistic about the value of learning for organizational effectiveness than 
organizational learning scholars (Kezar, 2005b). 
 For the purposes of this study, it is also important to distinguish between LO and 
O’Banion’s Learning College (LC).  Although the basic concepts of LO can contribute to 
providing a powerful foundation on which to build a LC, an organization applying all the 
processes and principles of LO is not automatically a LC (O'Banion, 1997).  The fundamental 
difference between LO and LC is that a LO is designed more for the staff of an institution, while 
a LC is designed for the students (p.100).  An educational institution following a LO approach to 
operating can claim to be becoming a LC when it begins to function and express its vision, 
values and purpose in terms of the LC, i.e., placing learning first and providing educational 
experiences for student-learners anyway, anyplace, anytime (p.100).  In summary, while 
potentially related in an institution’s performance enhancement efforts, LO and LC are two 
different and distinct approaches. 
Definitions Associated with the Learning Organization Concept.  The learning 
organization concept emerged in response to concerns that American firms were unable to 
adequately respond to challenges from the external environment, and that bureaucratic structures 
had created inflexible, monotonous environments where workers no longer engaged in 
thoughtful reflection (Kezar, 2005b).  The term “learning organization” was coined by 
researchers realizing that the “learning company” description they initially applied to 
commercial and manufacturing firms, needed to be expanded to include public-sector and non-
profit organizations (A. M. Jones & Hendry, 1992).  Like the business-related organizations, 
these institutions were undergoing change and learning processes to gain competitive advantage 
in their particular sector.  In addition to focusing on producing top-quality goods and services, 
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firms pursuing this strategy also endeavored to develop best practices related to human resources 
management policies, as it was learned that organizations adopting such techniques seemed more 
resilient to unforeseen environmental circumstances (A. M. Jones & Hendry, 1992). 
Since the initial emergence of the learning organization concept in the late 1980’s and 1990’s, 
many definitions have been conceived.  A sampling of several definitions commonly cited in the 




Sampling of Common Learning Organization Definitions 
Author(s), Year Definition 
Senge (1990) An organization where people continually expand their capacity to 
create the results they desire, where new and expansive patterns of 
thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set free, and 
where people are continually learning to learn together. (p. 3) 
  
Pedler, Burgoyne & 
Boydell (1991) 
An organization which facilitates the learning of all its members 
and continuously transforms itself. (p. 1) 
  
Garvin (1993) An organization skilled at creating, acquiring, and transferring 
knowledge, and at modifying its behavior to reflect new knowledge 
and insights. (p. 80) 
  
Watkins and Marsick 
(1993) 
An organization that learns continuously and transforms itself. (p.8) 
  
Marquardt (1996) An organization which learns powerfully and collectively and is 
continuously transforming itself to better collect, manage, and use 
knowledge for corporate success. (p. 80) 
 
Although there is no unanimous agreement on one particular definition among scholars, 
Pedler, Boydell, and Burgoyne (1991) are credited with developing one of the more generally 
accepted descriptions which states, “A learning organization is one which facilitates the learning 
of all its members and continuously transforms itself”.  By and large, the numerous definitions 
usually center around themes associated with: change, adaptation, worker participation and 
development; acquiring, improving, and disseminating knowledge; facilitating individual and 
collective learning for organizational change; management systems and structures processes and 
delegation, power and control, and how these various factors are managed in successful 
organizations (Appelbaum & Reichart, 1998; Ellinger et al., 2002; A. M. Jones & Hendry, 1992; 
Leitch, Harrison, Burgoyne, & Blantern, 1996).  In addition, a number of more business-related 
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definitions exist which generally assert that learning organizations continuously acquire, process, 
and disseminate knowledge about markets, products, technologies and business processes; are 
market-oriented; and foster an entrepreneurial culture (Ellinger et al., 2002; Lundberg, 1995; 
Slater & Narver, 1995).  Another commonly accepted definition of a learning organization, and 
the working definition used for this study, is an organization that has developed the capacity to 
learn and change (Watkins, 2005; Watkins & Marsick, 1993, 1996, 1999).  Watkins and Marsick 
(1999) expand on how the definition is operationalized as follows: 
It does this through alignment and the collective capacity to sense and interpret a 
changing environment; to generate new knowledge through continuous learning and 
change; to embed this knowledge in systems and practices; and transform this knowledge 
into new products and services. (p. 80).  
 
Conceptualizations of the Learning Organization.  The learning organization has been 
extensively written about in recent years, although the literature has primarily been influenced by 
and shaped by a few core publications (e.g., Garvin, 1993; Pedler, Burgoyne, & Boydell, 1991; 
Senge, 1990; Schein, 1985).  Organizational leaders have realized that in order to adapt to 
environmental changes, improve performance, and foster continuous improvement, there is a 
need for organizational change with a commitment to learning as the foundation (Argyris & 
Schon, 1996; Garvin, 1993; Kezar, 2005a).  Argyris and Schon (1996) further elaborated that 
organizations “need to adapt to changing environments, draw lessons from past successes and 
failures, and detect and correct errors of the past, anticipate and respond to impending threats, 
engage in continuous innovation, and build and realize images of a desirable future” (p. 9). 
  Senge (1990), viewed as a true pioneer in the learning organization movement, described 
learning organizations as “organizations where people continually expand their capacity to create 
the results they truly desire, where new and expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, where 
collective aspiration is set free, and where people are continually learning how to learn together” 
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(p. 3).  He went on to boldly assert that organizations that excel in the future will be those that 
are able to tap their employees’ capacity, and commit to learn at all levels of the organization 
(Senge, 1990; Senge, Kleiner, Roberts, Ross, & Smith, 1994).  Senge (1990; Senge et al., 1994) 
is also credited with first identifying the five core disciplines necessary for the development of a 
learning organization: personal mastery, team learning, mental models, shared vision, and 
systems thinking.  Each of the five disciplines is described in Table 6.   
Table 6 
Senge’s Five Core Disciplines of a Learning Organization 
Core Discipline Description 
Personal Mastery The discipline of continually clarifying and deepening our 
personal vision, of focusing our energies, of developing patience, 
and of seeing reality objectively. (p.7) 
  
Team Learning The discipline that starts with “dialogue”, the capacity of 
members of a team to suspend assumptions and enter into a 
genuine “thinking together”. (p.10) 
  
Mental Models Deeply ingrained assumptions, generalizations, or even pictures 
or images that influence how we understand the world and how 
we take action. (p.8) 
  
Shared Vision Binding people together around a common identity and sense of 
destiny. (p.9) 
  
Systems Thinking A discipline for seeing the wholes.   A framework for seeing 
interrelationships rather than things, for seeing patterns of 
change rather than static “snapshots”. (p.68) 
 
Senge’s core disciplines provide the foundation for which many other conceptualizations 
of the learning organization have been built, however, several additional works are considered 
influential in shaping the learning organization body of knowledge.  Among them are Garvin 
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(1993), Pedler et al. (1997), Marquardt (2002), James (2003), and Watkins and Marsick (1993; 
1996). 
 Garvin’s (1993) seminal conceptualization of the learning organization contends that they 
are skilled at five main activities: systematic problem solving, experimentation with new 
approaches, learning from their own experience and past history, learning from the experiences 
and best practices of others, and transferring knowledge quickly and effectively throughout the 
organization.  Garvin adds that organizations need to create internal systems and processes that 
support and integrate these activities into their daily operations, in order to more effectively 
manage their learning (p. 81). 
Pedler et al. (1997) present what is considered a very practice-oriented, or concrete 
approach to conceptualizing the learning organization by offering 11 characteristics related to 
such organizations (Thomsen & Hoest, 2001).   The characteristics include: A learning approach 
to strategy; participative policy making; “informating”—referring to the organization using 
information technology to make the information flow freely; formative accounting and control; 
internal exchange—meaning departments perceiving each other as customers and suppliers; 
reward flexibility; enabling structures; boundary workers as environmental scanners; inter-
company learning; learning climate; and self-development opportunities for all (Thomsen & 
Hoest, 2001). 
 Marquardt (2002) conceived the Systems Learning Organization Model, which suggests 
that creating and sustaining company-wide learning is not possible without examining and 
implementing the five subsystems of learning, people, organization, knowledge and technology, 
that make up a learning organization.  Furthermore, the subsystems are dynamically interrelated 
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and complementary of one another, and indispensible partners in maintaining productivity (p. 
24). 
James (2003) developed a conceptual framework for the learning organization that 
focuses on the design of an organization’s components and connections.  This framework asserts 
that “L-forms”, or learning organizations, are transformational, and “engages everyone in the 
exploration, exploitation, and transfer of knowledge, increasing the collective learning 
throughout the organization and the capacity to create its future” (James, 2003, p.47).  James’ 
framework is known as the Learning Organization Web, and the interconnected components 
include leadership, culture, strategies, systems, structure and knowledge workers (p. 47). 
The Watkins and Marsick (1993; 1996) conceptualization of the learning organization 
serves as the framework guiding this study because of its grounding in practice and its 
integrative perspective (Davis & Daley, 2008).  This perspective proposes the integration of all 
levels of learning, including individual, team, and organizational learning into an organization’s 
mission and performance (Davis & Daley, 2008; Huang, Johnson, & Yoo, 2013; Watkins & 
Marsick, 1993, 1996).  Their description of the learning organization is one that captures, shares 
and promotes the usage of knowledge continually in order to respond to challenges and change 
(Davis & Daley, 2008).  Watkins and Marsick’s  (1993; 1996) model of the learning organization 
defines the seven dimensions—or “action imperatives”—that foster ongoing change and learning 





Learning Organization Dimensions and Descriptions 
LO Dimension Description 
Creates continuous 
learning opportunities 
Learning is designed to work so that employees can learn on 
the job; opportunities are provided for ongoing education and 
growth. 
 
Promotes inquiry and 
dialogue 
Employees gain productive reasoning skills to express their 
views and the capacity to listen and inquire into the views of 





Work is designed to use groups to access different models of 
thinking; groups are expected to learn together and work 
together; collaboration is valued by the culture and rewarded. 
  
Creates systems to 
capture and share 
learning 
Both hi- and low-technology systems to share learning are 




toward a collective 
vision 
Employees are involved in setting, owning, and implementing 
a joint vision; responsibility is distributed close to decision 
making so that people are motivated to learn toward what they 
are held accountable to do. 
  
Connects the 
organization to the 
environment 
Employees are helped to see the effect of their work on the 
entire enterprise; people scan the environment and use 
information to adjust work practices; the organization is linked 
to its communities. 
  
Provides strategic 
leadership for learning 
Leaders model, champion, and support learning; leadership 
uses learning strategically for business results. 
 
Watkins and Marsick (1993; 1996; 1997) argue that LO establishments have three levels 
of organizational learning.  The first is the individual level, which is composed of two 
dimensions: continuous learning and inquiry and dialogue.  The second is the team or group 
level, and it is reflected by the teamwork, or collaboration dimension.  The third is the 
organizational level, and it is composed of the remaining four dimensions: embedded systems, 
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systems connections, empowerment, and provision of leadership for learning.  The primary goal 
of this study is to explore Watkins and Marsick’s theoretical framework for LO in the context of 
community colleges.  
Coinciding with their conceptualization of the learning organization, Watkins and 
Marsick also developed the DLOQ, which has proven to be one of the more widely used and 
valid learning organization assessment tools (Ellinger et al., 2002; Ellinger et al., 2008; 
Moilanen, 2001; Watkins & Marsick, 1993, 1999, 2003a; Yang, 2003; Yang et al., 2004).  The 
existence of a legitimate, corresponding measurement instrument heavily influenced the decision 
to use Watkins & Marsick’s conceptual framework in this study. 
Learning Organization Measurement Instruments.  An important aspect of 
empirically studying the learning organization concept and exploring potential linkages to 
performance improvement is measurement.  Accordingly, there has been some attention focused 
on developing useful measurement tools, although only a relatively small number have been 
developed so far (Ellinger et al., 2008).  In reviewing various streams of learning organization 
literature, Ellinger et al. (2008) included a comprehensive overview of learning organization 
assessment tools conducted by Moilanen (2001).  Moilanen (2001) prefaced his work by 
suggesting that many of the available assessment instruments have been created by consultants 
and therefore often lack scientific development and testing.  In fact, of the instruments included 
in Moilanen’s review, only Tannenbaum’s (1997) and Watkins and Marsick’s (1996; 1999; 
2003a) instruments have been tested using scientific methods (Ellinger et al., 2008; Moilanen, 
2001). 
The instruments reviewed by Moilanen (2001) include: Pedler, Burgyone and Boydell’s 
(1997) tool based upon their book, The Learning Company; Mayo and Lank’s (1994) Complete 
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Learning Organization Benchmark instrument; Tannenbaum’s (1997) questionnaire on learning 
environments; Pearn, Roderick and Mulrooney’s (1995) The Learning Audit; Sarala and Sarala’s 
(1996) instrument; Otala’s (1996) Quick Test for Learning Organization; Redding and 
Catalanello’s (1994) Learning Organization Capability Assessment; and Watkins and Marsick’s 
(1996; 1999; 2003a) Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ).  While 
all of the instruments and diagnostic tools have been developed and used in some capacity, 
establishing overall utility, reliability, and validity remains a challenge for most (Ellinger et al., 
2008).  The exception to this is the DLOQ.  
Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ).  DLOQ grew out 
of research and practice and was designed to measure important shifts in an organization’s 
systems, structures, culture and climate that influence whether individuals learn (Marsick & 
Watkins, 2003).  It is considered a diagnostic tool that assesses an organization on the extent to 
which it embraces the practices and beliefs associated with the seven dimensions of a learning 
organization, as measured by forty-three items on a six-point Likert scale (Ellinger et al., 2002; 
Watkins & Marsick, 1993, 1996).  In addition to the forty-three items to assess an organization’s 
adoption of the seven dimensions, an additional twelve items are often included for measuring 
the perceived level of performance improvement in both the knowledge and financial domains 
(Marsick & Watkins, 2003; Song, Joo, & Chermak, 2009; Yang et al., 2004).  The DLOQ is a 
useful tool for assessing learning culture and other important organizational performance 
variables (Yang, 2003).  In fact, Marsick and Watkins (2003) contend that the DLOQ and 
instruments like it can help build the business case for learning by demonstrating how learning 
interventions can lead to improved performance and outcomes.  Of the instruments developed to 
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assess the learning organization concept, the DLOQ is one of the most comprehensive and 
widely used (Moilanen, 2001; Watkins & Marsick, 1993, 1999, 2003a). 
  According to Yang (2003), since its inception the DLOQ has been tested and used in 
research studies in a number of contexts on a fairly frequent basis.  DLOQ authors Victoria 
Marsick and Karen Watkins have worked with colleagues to develop various versions of the 
instrument including the original for-profit, a non-profit version, and versions for higher 
education, K-12, government, and the military (Watkins & O'Neil, 2013).  It is considered to be a 
useful instrument for both researchers and practitioners, and its developers acknowledge that 
over 200 companies worldwide have taken the DLOQ (Ellinger et al., 2008; Marsick & Watkins, 
2003).  They further reveal that patterns are beginning to emerge confirming correlations 
between the LO dimensions and knowledge and financial performance (Marsick & Watkins, 
2003). 
Researchers have extensively examined the DLOQ’s psychometric properties, and have 
concluded that the tool has proven itself a valid instrument (Ellinger et al., 2008; K. Kim et al., 
2016; Watkins, 2017; Watkins & Dirani, 2013; Yang, 2003; Yang et al., 2004).  They are also 
careful to point out that the validity evidence of the DLOQ does not imply that it is a flawless 
instrument (Ellinger et al., 2008; J. Kim, Egan, & Tolson, 2015; Pokharel & Choi, 2015; Yang, 
2003).  However, research evidence does suggest a level of internal consistency and construct 
reliability of Watkins and Marsick’s seven dimensions of the learning organization (Watkins & 
Kim, 2018; Yang, 2003).  More specifically, Ellinger et al. (2002) cites—among others—
analyses by McHargue (1999; 2000), Selden et al. (1998), Watkins, et al. (1997), and Yang et al. 
(2004), which suggest that the seven dimensions have acceptable reliability estimates with 
coefficient alpha ranges from .75 - .85.   
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 Empirical Studies Using the DLOQ in Business and Non-Profit Work 
Organizations.  Existing literature supports the view that building a learning organization is 
critical to enhancing organizational performance, and generally treats performance as the main 
outcome variable (Wang, Yang, & McLean, 2007).  In their review of the literature, Ellinger et 
al. (2008) highlighted a number of empirical studies that used the DLOQ to assess the 
dimensions of the learning organization within specific contexts, and to examine linkages 
between LO dimensions and organizational performance outcomes (Egan, Yang & Bartlett, 
2004; Ellinger, Ellinger, Yang & Howton, 2002; Hernandez, 2003; Sta. Fatima & Watkins, 2003;  
Zhang, Zhang & Yang, 2004; Somerville & McConnell-Imbriotis, 2004).  In addition to the 
research cited by Ellinger et al. (2008), a number of studies exist that examine the existence of 
relationships between the learning organization and select outcome performance variables in 
various contexts, with the DLOQ as the instrument of choice. 
In one of the earlier studies exploring the relationship between LO dimensions and 
performance, Selden (1998) used a modified version of the DLOQ to determine the relationship 
between LO dimensions and knowledge and financial performance in the context of family-run 
businesses.  Respondents were leaders of family run businesses in the United States.  Findings 
suggested a strong relationship between the seven dimensions of the learning organization and 
knowledge and financial performance in family-run businesses.  The study also used exploratory 
model building to map the relationship between the seven LO dimensions and specific 
organizational characteristics, with the dependent variables in family-run businesses. 
McHargue (1999; 2003) examined the relationship between LO dimensions and 
performance in the context of non-profit service organizations (NPOs); specifically, in relation to 
the outcome performance variables of financial, knowledge, and mission performance.  Findings 
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from the study indicate a positive and significant relationship between all seven of the learning 
organization dimensions and the three outcome performance variables (McHargue, 2003).  Based 
on the findings, McHargue (2003) concluded that NPOs can be learning organizations and LO 
dimensions do affect performance in NPOs.  The study’s author conjectured that nonprofit 
culture can help NPOs become learning organizations with mission performance, and predicted 
that NPOs able to learn and improve performance will be sought after to serve for the ultimate 
benefit to society. 
Ellinger, Ellinger, Yang, and Howton’s (2002) study examined the learning organization 
in the context of U.S. manufacturing firms and its overall effect on financial performance using 
the DLOQ.  Both perceptual and objective measures were used to corroborate firm performance 
results.  Findings revealed a positive correlation between the existence of Marsick and Watkin’s 
seven LO dimensions in manufacturing firms, and their financial performance as measured by 
return on assets (ROA), return on equity (ROE), market value added (MVA), and Tobin’s q.  In 
summarizing their findings, the researchers suggested a positive, bottom-line payoff for 
organizations that embrace strategies and practices consistent with the concept of the learning 
organization (Ellinger et al., 2002; Ellinger et al., 2008). 
In a more recent study Davis (2005; Davis & Daley, 2008) achieved similar supporting 
results to Ellinger et al’s. (2002) study, when examining the managerial responses to the DLOQ 
together with perceptual and objective measures of firms’ financial performance.  Multiple 
regression equations were constructed to measure the relationship between overall learning 
organization score and the performance variable return on investment (ROI), return on equity 
(ROE), earnings per share (EPS), net income per employee, and percentage of sales from new 
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products.  Results suggest a positive overall relationship between learning organization behaviors 
and organization performance.  
Egan, Yang and Bartlett (2004) conducted survey research using the DLOQ to examine 
the relationships between organizational learning culture and job satisfaction on the outcome 
variables of motivation to transfer learning and turnover intention.  The study focused on stand-
alone information technology department in large U.S. companies.  Their findings suggest that 
organizational learning culture had significant influences on both job satisfaction and motivation 
to transfer learning, and provided evidence indicating learning culture having an indirect impact 
on employees’ turnover intentions (Egan et al., 2004). 
Somerville and McConnell-Imbriotis (2004) used the DLOQ in their study of a single, 
resource-squeezed, non-profit, aged-care organization involving 600 respondents at 9 facilities as 
a means to generate baseline data for an ethnographic study on workplace learning.  The results 
were complemented with qualitative data to support the findings.  The study revealed strengths 
in the dimensions of leadership and systemic connection, and weaknesses in the areas of 
dialogue and inquiry, team learning and empowering people (Somerville & McConnell-
Imbriotis, 2004). 
Zhang, Zhang and Yang (2004) examined the applicability of the learning organization 
concept in the Chinese context, and like Hernandez (2003), explored the validity of a more 
culturally appropriate version of the DLOQ.  Their study is one of the first to examine the 
psychometric properties of the Chinese version of the DLOQ.   Findings lend support for the 
learning organization as articulated by Watkins and Marsick (1993, 1996) and Marsick and 
Watkins (1999b) within the Chinese context, as well as for the validity and reliability of the 
Chinese version of the DLOQ (Zang et al., 2004). 
 
52 
Song, Joo, and Chermak (2009) assessed measurement scores on the DLOQ for validity 
and reliability in the Korean context.  Using over 1,500 responses from 11 firms, and rigorous 
translation and analysis procedures, they were able to determine that the DLOQ is a viable 
measurement tool for measuring learning culture in the Korean context (Song et al., 2009). 
Wang, Yang, and McLean (2007) empirically studied organizational learning culture in 
the Chinese business context using the DLOQ to gather data from 919 employees in 9 different 
companies.  The study’s findings suggest the DLOQ is applicable in the Chinese context, and 
that certain demographic variables including the type of ownership of Chinese companies (i.e., 
state-owned versus privately owned) showed differences in organizational learning culture 
(Wang et al., 2007).  Further research recommendations include examining the relationship 
between learning organization culture and other organizational variables such as organizational 
performance (Wang et al., 2007). 
After surveying the various learning organization instruments available, Jamali, Sidani 
and Zouein (2009) adopted the DLOQ for their study to gauge the progress toward learning 
organizations in the progressive sectors of information technology (IT) and banking in the 
Lebanese economy.  The study omitted the section of the original DLOQ pertaining to financial 
performance, as it was deemed nearly impossible to obtain the necessary information in the 
Lebanese context in order to complete this section (p.111).  Their findings suggests that in the 
Lebanese economy context, there exist good progress in both the banking and IT sectors as it 
pertains to the incorporation of learning organization best practices (p.103).  The IT sector in 
particular demonstrated good progress and evolution toward integrating learning organization 




Recognizing the importance of an organization having the capability to learn, adapt, and 
change, Leufven, Vitrakoti, Bergstrom, KC, & Malquist (2015) used the DLOQ to assess context 
in a low-resource health setting in Nepal.  The DLOQ was translated and administered to 230 
hospital employees at different levels within the organization, and data analyzed using non-
parametric tests.  The results indicated that the DLOQ detected variations in employee 
perceptions of the organizational context across employee groups, which could mean a 
hierarchical structure in place at the hospital that hinders progress toward a learning organization 
(Leufven et al., 2015).  The study demonstrated the DLOQ’s utilization in another setting for 
which it was not originally designed, namely, a hospital in a low-income country (Leufven et al., 
2015).  
Finally, in order to gain insight into the healthcare setup in National Capital Region of 
India, the DLOQ was the instrument of choice to examine the context of healthcare for the 
purpose of advancing qualitative progress in the sector (J. K. Kumar et al., 2016).  A single 
hospital site was chosen and 315 DLOQ proforma surveys were distributed to employees of all 
levels of the organization.  Using SPSS software, the data were subjected to quantitative analysis 
and non-parametric tests (J. K. Kumar et al., 2016).  Results provided significant insight into the 
multidimensionality learning capacity of a healthcare organization in a rapidly developing 
country (J. K. Kumar et al., 2016). 
In summary, various studies using the DLOQ in a variety of settings and contexts have 
contributed to supporting the effectiveness of the DLOQ as a valid instrument for determining a 
relationship between the seven dimensions and outcome performance variables (Davis, 2005; 
Egan et al., 2004; Ellinger et al., 2002; McHargue, 1999; Panosh, 2008; Power & Waddell, 2004; 
Selden, 1998; Somerville & McConnell-Imbriotis, 2004).  In addition, the DLOQ has 
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demonstrated a level of reliability and flexibility in its capacity to maintain effectiveness when 
adapted to different languages and cultures (Dirani, 2009; Hernandez, 2003; Song et al., 2009; 
Wang et al., 2007; Zang et al., 2004).  Still, confirming the validity and reliability of the DLOQ 
in various settings is an ongoing endeavor (Ellinger et al., 2002; Watkins & Marsick, 2003a; 
Yang et al., 2004).  A setting that has sparsely been explored with regard to using the DLOQ to 
measure LO is higher education, and in particular, the community college sector of higher 
education. 
An Interdisciplinary Argument for the LO Concept in Higher Education.  Although 
LO and its corresponding DLOQ instrument were initially developed primarily for business and 
industry, there have been calls for confirmation of the approach in various settings including 
higher education (Watkins & Marsick, 2003b; Yang et al., 2004).  To explore the appropriate 
“fit” of LO in higher education, this researcher conducted a crosswalk of the seven imperatives 
of the LO with the criterion put forth by the Higher Learning Commission (HLC), by which it 
accredits degree-granting institutions in its 19 state region (H.L.C., 2015).  The HLC is one of 
six independent, regional accrediting corporations in the United States recognized by the U.S. 
Department of Education (USDE) as a gatekeeper agency assuring and advancing quality in 
higher education, for the students who benefit from federal financial aid programs (H.L.C., 
2016).  Table 8 illustrates the LO Dimensions and the corresponding HLC criterion for 





 Interdisciplinary Conceptualization of the LO Model 















Core 1.D. Institution’s 
mission demonstrates 





    X  
Core 1.D.3 The 
institution engages 
with its identified 
external constituencies 
and communities of 
interest. 
     X  
Core 2.C.2. The 
governing board 
considers the interests 
of the institution’s 
constituencies in 
decision-making. 
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Core 2.C.4.  The 
governing board 
delegates day-to-day 
management to the 
administration and 
expects faculty to  
oversee academic 
matters. 
      X 
Core 2.D. Institution is 
committed to freedom 
of expression and the 
pursuit of truth in 
teaching and learning. 
 X      
Core 3.C.4. Has 
processes and 
resources for assuring 
instructors are current 
in their disciplines and 
adept at teaching. 
Supports professional 
development. 
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Core 3.C.6. Staff 
members providing 
student support 
services are qualified, 
trained, and supported 
in their professional 
development. 
X       
Core 4.A.1.The 
institution maintains a 
practice of regular 
program reviews. 
X X  X X   
Core 4.A.6 The 
institution evaluates 
the success of its 
graduates and assures 
the credentials it offers 
accomplish their 
purposes for students. 







ongoing assessment of 
student learning. 
   X    
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Core 4.B.1. Has 
clearly stated goals for 
student learning and 
effective processes for 




    X   
Core 4.B.3. Uses the 
information gained 
from assessment to 
improve student 
learning. 
    X   
Core 4.B.4. Processes 
and methodologies to 
assess student learning 
reflect good practice, 
including the 
participation of faculty 
and other instructional 
staff. 
  X     
Core 4.C.2. Collects 




   X    
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Core 4.C.4. Processes 
and methodologies for 
collecting and 
analyzing information 
on student retention, 
persistence and 
completion of 
programs reflect good 
practice. 
   X    
Core 5.A.4. Staff in all 
areas are appropriately 
qualified and trained. 







enabling fulfillment of  
institutional mission. 
      X 
Core 5.B.2. Has and 
employs policies and 
procedures to engage 
internal constituencies 
in the institution’s 
governance. 
 X X  X   
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faculty, staff, and 
students are involved 
in setting academic 
requirements, policy, 




 X X  X  X 
Core 5.C.3. Planning 
process encompasses 
the institution as a 
whole and considers 
perspectives of 
internal and external 
constituent groups. 
     X  
Core 5.C.4. Plans on 
the basis of a sound 
understanding of its 
current capacity. 
Institutional plans 
anticipate the possible 
impact of fluctuations 
in the institution’s 
sources of revenue. 
      X 
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      X 




performance in its 
operations. 
   X    
Core 5.D.2 Institution 
learns from its 
operational experience 





and in component 
parts. 
     X X 




 Based on the matching process of the LO to HLC criterion for accreditation, the use of 
LO and the DLOQ in higher education settings is supported.   
Empirical Studies Using the DLOQ in Higher Education.  Empirical studies using the 
DLOQ to assess the learning organization concept and performance variables within institutions 
of higher education are limited.  This researcher found eight studies employing at least part of 
the DLOQ as the survey instrument in higher education settings. 
Ayers (2002) conducted a study focused on the perceptions of The Agriculture Business 
Counselors (ABC)—a group within University Outreach and Extension, University of Missouri.  
The study evaluated ABC’s perception of the extension center as a learning organization using 
the seven action imperatives assessed in the DLOQ, as well as six organizational questions.  The 
results were compared to two other organizations and illustrated that as a group ABC had higher 
overall scores for six of the seven action imperatives, and were significantly different for five of 
the seven imperatives when compared to both organizations.  Results also showed that generally, 
years of employment and participation accounted for significant differences in scores on specific 
dimensions.  Although Ayer’s did provide an empirical study focused in a higher education 
setting, the intent of the study was not to use the DLOQ to assess performance. 
Kumar (2005) used the DLOQ to provide empirical evidence on the linkage between 
stages of learning (i.e., individual, team, and organizational), and their collective and individual 
impact on performance improvement in higher learning institutions (HLIs), specifically, among 
the population of Malaysia’s private colleges with non-university college status.  For his study, 
Kumar categorized each of the seven dimensions of the learning organization into their 
respective learning levels: individual, team, and organization (p.28).  The 43 item DLOQ survey 
was used to measure the levels of learning, along with an additional 12 items to measure 
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perceived changes in financial and knowledge performance (p.28).  Using simple regression, 
results of the study showed that all learning levels were significantly correlated with both of the 
perceived performance measures, with the organization level showing the strongest relationship 
(p.29).  In addition, the study provides empirical evidence and support for the notion that 
organizational learning is essential for changes in knowledge and financial performance, 
however, individual and team learning is a necessary, but not sufficient, component of improved 
institutional performance (p.31). 
Kumar and Idris (2006) examined the relationships between learning organization 
dimensions, institutional characteristics, and knowledge performance in the context of 
Malaysian, non-university, private higher-learning institutions (PHLIs).  Findings showed 
positive and significant relationships between the learning organization seven action imperatives 
and the dependent variable of perceived knowledge performance (p.106).  Based on their 
findings, Kumar and Idris posited that PHLIs assimilating learning organization action 
imperatives in their institutional culture can improve knowledge performance (p.110).  It is one 
of the few empirical studies using the DLOQ in a higher educational setting to measure 
performance, albeit outside of the United States and not in the specific context of the community 
college. 
Rowe (2010) conducted a survey study to examine how to assess the capacity for staff to 
promote organizational learning at an Extension site of a major university.  The DLOQ was 
administered to 93 employees at the Extension, and summary statistics were calculated along 
with standard deviation for each individual respondent for each DLOQ imperative (p.3).  In 
addition, the Mann-Whitney U test was used to determine if the medians of a test variable 
deviated significantly between groups within the independent variables (p.3).  Findings of the 
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study concluded that newer members to the Extension professional community (less than five 
years) provided responses that were statistically significantly for four of the seven dimensions of 
the LO (p.4).  Findings of the Mann-Whitney U test indicated no statistically significant 
difference in mean scores among the three position title groups of Administrative Staff, Faculty, 
and Program Staff (p.5). 
Abu-Tineh (2011) used specific sections of the DLOQ combined with a career resiliency 
instrument to assess the individual, group, and organizational learning levels at Qatar University 
(QU) in the Middle East nation of Qatar. The study further sought to determine any relationships 
between learning at various levels at QU, and faculty resilience (p.635).  Using a survey 
methodology research design, and multiple regression among several other statistical techniques, 
the study findings suggest that QU faculty practice individual, group, and organizational learning 
at a moderately-high level (Abu-Tineh, 2011).  Statistical analysis confirmed a positive, modest, 
and significant relationship between faculty members’ career resilience, and the three levels of 
learning combined (p.635). 
Another international study focused on higher education institutions in Pakistan, and used 
the DLOQ to collect data to investigate the impact of organizational learning on organizational 
performance (Akhtar et al., 2011).  The researchers used a non-probability, purposive sampling 
strategy to approach a sample size of employees, and achieved a 66 percent response rate 
(p.327).  Regression analysis was used to estimate the impact of the independent variable, 
organizational learning, on the dependent variable of organizational performance (p.327).  
Findings of the study showed a significant positive impact of organizational learning on 




Ti and Chao-chen (2015) examined the learning methods adopted by library staff in 
Taiwanese higher education institutions measuring their values toward organizational learning 
culture and knowledge performance, and exploring relationships among various learning 
methods, learning culture, and knowledge performance.  Based on the DLOQ instrument and 
previous studies, this study designed and conducted a survey of 478 library employees at 162 
institutions across Taiwan (Ti & Chao-chen, 2015).  Key findings include (a) overall values of 
library employees about their organizational learning culture is not strong, (b) the two 
dimensions of “creating continuous learning opportunities” and “creates systems to capture and 
share learning” can influence how library staff learn formally and informally, and can positively 
influence the knowledge performance of the library (Ti & Chao-chen, 2015).  While helpful in 
the library setting of universities and colleges in the Taiwanese setting, this study does not 
provide insight into LO in American community colleges. 
Finally, Ponnuswamy and Manohar (2016) employed an adapted version of the DLOQ to 
explore perceptions of learning culture by over 700 faculty at Indian higher education 
institutions, using non-probability purposive sampling.  Results demonstrated a significant and 
positive relationship between learning organization culture constructs, knowledge performance, 
and research performance (I. Ponnuswamy & H.L. Manohar, 2016).  In addition, knowledge 
performance proved to be a statistically significant predictor of research performance (I. 
Ponnuswamy & H.L. Manohar, 2016).  The empirical study helped to expand the learning 
organization body of knowledge in the Indian setting, another area for which studies are lacking. 
  Although community colleges have often been depicted as responsive, resilient, 
adaptive, and malleable (Cohen & Brawer, 2003; Levin, 1998; Zoglin, 1981), one is hard-pressed 
to find empirical studies pertaining to community colleges as learning organizations.  The 
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earliest reference to community colleges’ attempts to cultivate LO that this researcher found was 
Acebo and Watkins’  (1988) examination of efforts by two institutions to establish a framework 
for implementing a college-wide faculty development system.  The study was limited to the 
shaping of faculty development to improve student success, with the primary instrument for 
measuring progress being classroom-based student assessment by faculty.  Work at both 
institutions centered around developing frameworks to advance LO through faculty 
development, however, conclusive results and follow-up studies were lacking in terms of 
successful LO implementation.  Robles (1998) focused on the issues of funding and governance 
in the California community college system of the era, in terms of applying Peter Senge’s 
theories of organizational learning disabilities and systems archetypes.  Robles maintained that to 
meet the needs of an expected influx of 400,000 additional students the next decade, the 
colleges’ first needed to prioritize educating their faculty and staff in systems thinking and its 
practices in order to become learning organizations.  As with the Acebo and Watkins piece, no 
conclusive results or follow-up studies were found.  Moreover, no studies were found 
investigating action imperatives of the LO as they relate to ATD institutions compared to non-
ATD institutions.  This study seeks to fill this gap in the community college literature and in the 
LO literature. 
In summary, although few studies using the DLOQ in the context of higher education 
exist, results provide some empirical evidence to support the DLOQ as a valid instrument for 
measuring the existence of LO in the sector (V. H. Ayers, 2002; I. Ponnuswamy & H.L. 
Manohar, 2016).  In addition, existing studies in higher education lend support to the 
effectiveness of the DLOQ as a valid and reliable tool for determining a relationship between the 
seven learning dimensions, and outcome performance variables (N. Kumar, 2005; N. Kumar & 
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Idris, 2006).  However, the literature emphasizes the need for more empirical studies using the 
DLOQ in various contexts of higher education (N. Kumar & Idris, 2006; I. Ponnuswamy & H.L. 
Manohar, 2016; Song et al., 2013), and the proposed study comparing LO scores of community 
colleges with at least five years experience in ATD with those that have not participated in ATD, 
will help to fill this need. 
Chapter Summary 
  Representative of the nation’s commitment to access and affordability for its citizenry, 
and enrolling nearly half of its undergraduate students, the community college has established 
itself as an integral component of the American Higher Education system (A.A.C.C., 2016c; T. 
Bailey & Morest, 2006).  Despite daunting challenges and pressures converging on the 
community college from a variety of political, social, financial, enrollment, economic and 
technological forces, it continues to enroll nearly half of all undergraduate students in the United 
States (A.A.C.C., 2016c; T. Bailey & Morest, 2006; Mellow & Heelan, 2008).  Conversely, the 
nation is facing a crisis where more graduates with degrees and certificates are needed in order to 
help revitalize the American economy, and the community college, as the primary associate 
degree granting institution, is expected to play a key role by producing an additional 5 million 
degrees and certificates in the next 10 years (Biden, 2011).  The movement for more degrees and 
certificates has been named the Completion Agenda, and community colleges have accepted the 
challenge to help increase the educational attainment level of the nation’s citizenship.   However, 
there are questions as to how the sector will achieve this new goal of improving academic 
performance toward the Completion Agenda, in addition to overcoming the customary 
challenges it faces.  Stakeholders and other interested parties are calling for new strategies, 
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approaches and practices to be considered (T. R. Bailey et al., 2015; Grossman et al., 2015; 
Mellow & Heelan, 2008; Schuetz & Barr, 2008). 
Among the strategies, approaches and practices to be considered are those associated 
with the LC, ATD, and LO concepts.  Empirical studies and generalizable findings are 
insufficient for the LC approach, and the absence of a feasible assessment instrument contributes 
to a lack of commitment and accountability in implementing LC initiatives (Holmes, 2007; 
Innovation, 1995-2012).  The ATD Student-Success Model of Institutional Improvement was an 
evidence-based approach created specifically to help community colleges increase student 
success and close achievement gaps (A.T.D., 2012c, 2016a).  However, its effectiveness in 
fostering scalable institutional initiatives leading to broad improvement in student outcomes was 
marginally tested, and in recent years has been replaced by the ATD Institutional Capacity 
Framework due to lack of impactful outcomes. 
The LO concept has empirical evidence suggesting it to be a viable approach to coping 
with a threatening environment, and enhancing outcome performance in various work 
environments (Egan et al., 2004; Ellinger et al., 2002; McHargue, 1999; Panosh, 2008; Power & 
Waddell, 2004; Selden, 1998; Somerville & McConnell-Imbriotis, 2004).  Although occasionally 
used interchangeably, OL is considered how organizations learn, while LO is considered how 
organizations should learn, and LO was developed out of the OL literature (Easterby-Smith et 
al., 1999; Kezar, 2005b; Vera, 2009).  Therefore, it is reasonable for ATD institutions to embrace 
the LO concept and aspire to become high functioning LO’s in order to increase student success, 
more specifically, completion rates.  Furthermore, the DLOQ assessment tool has been 
demonstrated as a valid and reliable instrument for assessing the level of LO in various cultures 
and work settings (Dirani, 2009; Hernandez, 2003; Song et al., 2009; Wang et al., 2007; Watkins 
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& Kim, 2018; Zang et al., 2004).  Empirical studies on LO in higher education settings are 
lacking, in particular in the community college context.  This study helped fill this niche by using 
the DLOQ to examine the presence of LO in ATD and non-ATD colleges.  Comparing LO levels 
of ATD and non-ATD colleges provides insight into the impact participation has on performance 
in terms of completion rates.  A preliminary t-test analysis of completion rates of ATD colleges 
with at least five years in the program, and non-ATD colleges with no history of participating in 
ATD demonstrated a significant difference when nothing is controlled.  This study focused on 
the following research questions: 
1) Is there a difference in completion rates between colleges with at least five years 
experience in ATD and colleges with no history of participating in ATD? 
2) To what extent do colleges with at least five years experience in ATD differ from a 
random sample of colleges with no history of participating in ATD in their adherence to 
the LO Model? 
3) What effect might LO levels have upon student completion (graduation) rates in ATD 
institutions? 
a) When controlling for the institution size (enrollment), what effect do LO levels have 
upon student completion rates in ATD institutions? 
b) When controlling for institution location (urban, suburban, town, rural), what effect 
do LO levels have upon student completion rates in ATD institutions? 
c) When controlling for both institution size and location, what effect do LO levels have 




Comparing LO levels in ATD colleges with at least five years in the program and non-
ATD colleges with no history of participating in the program provided empirical evidence of the 
effectiveness of the original ATD Model.  It was hypothesized that ATD colleges would have 
higher levels of LO than non-ATD Colleges.  In addition, it was hypothesized that ATD colleges 
would have higher completion rates than non-ATD Colleges.  If the hypotheses held true, it 
would provide support for the original ATD Model as a viable option for community colleges 




CHAPTER 3: METHOD 
 
This chapter describes the research design used to study the extent to which Achieving 
the Dream (ATD) Colleges with at least five years in the program and non-ATD Colleges with 
no experience participating in ATD compare in terms of adhering to the learning processes (or, 
imperatives) of the Learning Organization (LO) Model.  The chapter provides an overview, 
conceptual framework, instrumentation, research questions and hypotheses, design of the study 
data collection procedures, data analysis, and limitations associated with the study. 
Overview 
The ATD approach to improving completion rates among colleges has undergone few 
tests of its effectiveness.  To explore its effectiveness, this study examined if colleges with at 
least five years in the ATD program have higher levels of LO than colleges with no exposure or 
participation in ATD.  Joining ATD requires an initial three-year commitment to the program.  
However, ATD cautions prospective colleges that significant improvement in student outcomes 
is not likely to occur in three years, but rather they should take a long-term view of desired 
results.  For the purposes of this study, at least five years in ATD was chosen as the threshold for 
inclusion following an example cited by Jenkins (2011) involving a somewhat similar 
intervention, but in the K-12 Educational sector (Bloom, Ham, Melton, & O'Brien, 2001).  The 
implication is that five years allows adequate time to assess if some level of cultural or 
performance improvement has been attained. 
As previously demonstrated, in a preliminary t-test analysis of completion rates of ATD 
institutions with at least five years in the program and non-ATD institutions with no history of 
participation in the program, a significant difference was obtained when nothing is controlled.  
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Such results helped justify additional examination and comparison of ATD colleges with at least 
five years of experience and non-ATD colleges with no history of participation in the program.  
A discussion of the associated variables follows in the next section. 
Dependent Variables.  This exploratory study utilized two dependent variables.  First, 
the academic outcome performance variable of institution completion rate—percentage of 
degrees and certificates awarded—served as the primary dependent variable.  Although there is 
universal concern for increasing student success and completion, there is not universal metrics 
for gauging student success.  However, given the goal of the Completion Agenda and ATD are to 
increase completion rates, this outcome measure was an obvious choice as dependent variable.  
Secondary data for this continuous variable were compiled in March of 2019 from the Integrated 
Postsecondary Educational Data System (IPEDS).  The most recent data available at the time of 
compilation were for the year 2017, corresponding to the year of the study’s survey. 
Serving as a dependent variable for one research question was the LO level for each 
participating institution.   LO levels were measured using the Dimensions of the Learning 
Organization (DLOQ) instrument, and were of a continuous nature. 
Independent Variables.  In this study the independent variables were of a categorical 
nature and consisted of ATD participation status (i.e., ATD or non-ATD), and Location— 
Urban, Suburban, Town, or Rural—as each institution is categorized in the IPEDS classification 
system.  Although location is considered outside of an institutions control, it is included to as a 
variable that may have an affect on institutional performance (T. R. Bailey, Crosta et al., 2006). 
Covariates.  Covariates function best as continuous variables.  Serving as covariates for 
this study were the continuous variables of Size, as measured by enrollment obtained from 
IPEDS, and the DLOQ composite score for each institution.  The DLOQ measures the level of 
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LO present in an organization based on the seven learning processes of the Learning 
Organization as perceived by survey respondents.   
Katsinas (2003) established, and Merisotis and Shedd (2003) confirmed, both size and 
location as significant criteria in the development of a classification system used by the 
Department of Education for community colleges.  Size has relevance in terms of developing 
economies of scale for institutional planning and the delivery of services (Katsinas, 2003).  
Location of community colleges is typically established at the state level via statutes or 
regulations, and what works at one campus location type (i.e., urban, suburban, town, rural), will 
not necessarily work at another type (p.22).  Because of the potential confounding effects of 
these two institutional characteristics on the dependent variable, their influence was accounted 
for in this study. 
Conceptual Framework 
A conceptual framework visual was created to help illustrate variables associated with the 
comparison of ATD and non-ATD Colleges that are addressed by this study, as well as the 
study’s hypotheses.  The model consists of the student success outcome variable of completion 
rate, independent variable of location, and covariates of institutional size and LO level.  The 





















Figure 1. Conceptual Model Guiding the Study  
















































The Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ). The 
instrument used to gather quantitative data for this study was the higher education version of the 
DLOQ received directly from DLOQ author Karen Watkins (personal communication, 
September 24, 2007).  The DLOQ measures important shifts in an organization that influence 
whether individuals learn (Marsick & Watkins, 2003). The instrument grew out of research and 
practice, and various research studies have modified and tested the instrument in different 
industries, contexts, and settings (Marsick & Watkins, 2003).  The DLOQ consists of 43 items 
that measure the seven learning processes of a LO on a 6-point Likert scale with endpoints 
ranging from “Little to no extent”, to “To a great extent” (Watkins & Marsick, 1993).  A 
composite score of the seven learning processes served as an independent variable for this study. 
Users of the DLOQ typically examine an organization’s LO levels against perceptions of 
organizational outcome performance measures (Watkins & O'Neil, 2013).  This study examined 
levels of LO and the impact on the dependent variable of completion rate. 
  The higher education version of the DLOQ was originally developed to focus on 
research institutions (K.E. Watkins, personal communication, September 24, 2007).  For the 
purpose of preserving the validity and reliability of the DLOQ, an attempt was made to 
minimally modify the instrument in adapting it to the community college setting, as the 
predominant associate degree granting institution of this study.  For items where the higher 
education version uses the term “programs”, the adapted version used the term 
“teams/groups/departments”.  References to “The University” and “College of Education”, are 
replaced with “the college”.  Table 9 illustrates the higher education DLOQ Adapted for 




Higher Education Version of the DLOQ Adapted for Community Colleges 
LO Dimension Survey Items 
Continuous Learning 1. In my college, people openly discuss mistakes in order to learn from them. 
2. In my college, people identify skills they need for future work tasks. 
3. In my college, people help each other learn. 
4. In my college, people can get money and other resources to support their learning. 
5. In my college, people are given time to support learning. 
6. In my college, people view problems in their work as an opportunity to learn. 
7. In my college, people are rewarded for learning. 
  
Inquiry and Dialogue 8. In my college, people give open and honest feedback to each other. 
9. In my college, people listen to others’ views before speaking. 
10. In my college, people are encouraged to ask “why” regardless of rank. 
11. In my college, whenever people state their view, they also ask what others think. 
12. In my college, people treat each other with respect. 
13. In my college, people spend time building trust with each other. 
  
Teamwork 14. In my college, teams/groups/departments have the freedom to adapt their goals as needed. 
15. In my college, teams/groups/departments treat members as equals, regardless of rank, culture, or other 
differences. 
16. In my college, teams/groups/departments focus both on the group’s task and on how well the group is 
working. 
17. In my college, teams/groups/departments revise their thinking as a result of group discussions or 
information collected. 
18. In my college, teams/groups/departments are rewarded for their achievements as a unit. 
19. In my college, teams/groups/departments are confident that the college will act on their 
recommendations. 




Table 9 (cont.) 
LO Dimension Survey Items 
Embedded Systems 20. My college uses two-way communication on a regular basis, such as suggestion systems, electronic 
bulletin boards, or town hall/open meetings. 
21. My college enables people to get needed information at any time quickly and easily. 
22. My college maintains an up-to-date database of employee skills. 
23. My college creates systems to measure gaps between current and expected performance. 
24. My college makes its lessons learned available to all employees. 
25. My college measures the results of the time and resources spent on professional development. 
  
Empowerment 26. My college recognizes people for taking initiative. 
27. My college gives people choices in their work assignments. 
28. My college invites people to contribute to the college’s vision. 
29. My college gives people control over the resources they need to accomplish their work. 
30. My college supports employees who take calculated risks. 
31. My college builds alignment of visions across different levels and work groups. 
  
Systems Connections 32. My college helps employees balance work and family. 
33. My college encourages people to think from a global perspective. 
34. My college encourages everyone to bring the students’ views into the decision-making process. 
35. My college considers the impact of decisions on morale. 
36. My college works together with the outside community to meet mutual needs. 




38. In my college, leaders generally support requests for learning opportunities and training. 
39. In my college, leaders share up-to-date information with employees about competitors, industry trends, and 
organizational directions. 
40. In my college, leaders empower others to help carry out the college’s vision. 
41. In my college, leaders mentor and coach those they lead. 
42. In my college, leaders continually look for opportunities to learn. 
43. In my college, leaders ensure that the college’s actions are consistent with its values. 
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Reliability and Validity  Although an ongoing process, the validity and reliability of the 
DLOQ has been established in a number of early empirical studies (Davis & Daley, 2008; 
Ellinger et al., 2002; McHargue, 1999; Selden, 1998; Yang, 2003; Yang et al., 2004).  In one of 
the more seminal studies to this research study, Ellinger et al. (2002) used confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA) and coefficient alpha estimates ranging from .81 - .89 to further support findings 
from previous studies regarding the acceptable validity and reliability of the DLOQ in the 
business context.  In another seminal study to the current research project, Yang (2003) 
confirmed the nomological validity (i.e., the theoretical relationship between the learning culture 
construct and other constructs of interest). Yang also found evidence of the reliability of the 
DLOQ through a thorough and extensive approach to statistically analyzing various lengths of 
the instrument using CFA, structural equation modeling (SEM) and Cronbach’s Alpha.  He 
found coefficient alpha reliability estimates for the seven dimensions ranging from .80 - .87, and 
a reliability estimate of .96 for the entire scale (p.106).  Based on his findings, Yang (2003) 
suggests that the validity and reliability of the DLOQ make it a valuable tool for both researchers 
and practitioners in developing strategies for building and nurturing a learning culture. 
Table 10 summarizes scale reliability estimates of several previous validation studies 




Summary of Range of Scale Reliability Estimates for Several Previous Validation Studies 
Involving the DLOQ 
 US US Korean Taiwan Chinese Latin 




Song et al. Lien et al. Zhang et al. Hernandez 
Year 2004 2002 2009 2006 2004 2000 
N= 469 208 1529 679 477 906 
LO Range 
(α) 
.75-.86 .81-.89 .74-.84 .71-.91 .78-.85 .79-.84 
 
In summary, a minimally modified version of the original version of the DLOQ was used 
to gather data for this study.  Modifications consisted of minor wording changes to make the 
instrument more relevant for the community college context.  The data obtained was central to 
answering the study’s research questions. 
Research Questions 
This study addressed the following research questions: 
1) Is there a significant difference in completion rates between colleges with at least five 
years experience in ATD and colleges with no history of participating in ATD? 
2) To what extent do colleges with at least five years experience in ATD differ from a 
random sample of colleges with no history of participating in ATD in their adherence to 
the LO Model? 




a) When controlling for the institution size (enrollment), what effect do LO levels have 
upon student completion rates in ATD institutions? 
b) When controlling for institution location (urban, suburban, town, rural), what effect 
do LO levels have upon student completion rates in ATD institutions? 
c) When controlling for both institution size and location, what effect do LO levels have 
upon student completion rates in ATD institutions? 
Hypotheses 
The hypotheses for this study were as follows: 
• H1O: No significant difference in LO levels between ATD Colleges with at least 
five years in the program and non-ATD Colleges with no history in the program. 
• H1A: ATD Colleges with at least five years in the program will have higher LO 
levels than non-ATD Colleges with no history of participating in the program. 
• H2O: The increase in LO levels among ATD institutions has no effect on 
completion rates. 
• H2A: The increase of LO levels among ATD institutions will increase the degree 
completion rates. 
Definition of Terms 
Academic Performance:  For the purposes of this study, academic performance was 
defined by the outcome variable of completion rate (See Completion Rate definition).  
Completion (graduation) rate is thereby characterized by certificate or degree seeking students 
graduating within 3 years. 
Achieving the Dream (ATD):  A national reform network dedicated to student success 
and completion; primarily focused on assisting low-income students and students of color 
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complete their education, and obtain market-valued certificates and degree (A.T.D., 2012c).  On 
a broad scale, ATD leverages the following four approaches to close achievement gaps and 
accelerate student success nationwide: 
• Guide evidence-based institutional change 
• Influence public policy 
• Generate knowledge 
• Engaging the public 
Adherence:  For the purposes of this study, adherence was defined as the extent to which 
administrators at ATD and non-ATD colleges perceive their institutions as LO’s as measured on 
the DLOQ instrument. Higher reported levels correspond to stronger adherence. 
Community College:  The community college has historically been defined as any 
institution regionally accredited to award the associates degree as its highest degree, although in 
recent years a number of community colleges have begun strategically offering bachelor’s 
degrees to meet specific workforce demands (Cohen & Brawer, 2003; Fulton, 2015).  Most 
community colleges also offer certificates along with degrees, and provide transfer education, 
career education, and workforce training (Cohen & Brawer, 2003). 
Completion Agenda:  The national imperative from the Obama Administration for the 
nation’s community colleges to produce an additional 5 million citizens with degrees and 
certificates by the year 2020. 
Completion (Graduation) Rate:  For two-year institutions reporting to IPEDS, the rate 
which measures first-time, full-time, degree/certificate seeking students who began and finished 
at the same institution within 150% (three years) of the normal, published completion time-frame 
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(two years) for a given institution (IPEDS, 2016).  The 150% time-frame is required for 
reporting purposes under the Student Right-to-Know Act and has been adopted by IPEDS (p.4). 
Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ): The Dimensions of the 
Learning Organization Questionnaire is a survey tool created by Watkins and Marsick (1993; 
1996; 1999) for the purpose of measuring the existence of the seven dimensions within 
organizations, and performance outcomes sensitive to learning. 
Learning Organization:  A learning organization is defined as an organization that has 
developed the capacity to learn and change (Watkins, 2005; Watkins & Marsick, 1993, 1996, 
1999).  The learning organization consists of seven learning processes—also known as 
imperatives, or dimensions—that are considered to be critical in building a learning culture: 
• Create continuous learning opportunities 
• Promote inquiry and dialogue 
• Encourage collaboration and team learning 
• Create systems to capture and share learning 
• Empower people toward a collective vision 
• Connect the organization to the environment 
• Provide strategic leadership for learning 
Design of the Study 
A quantitative research design was used to determine the level of LO in ATD institutions 
with at least five years in the program and non-ATD institutions with no history of participation, 
and any relationship to completion.  Perceptions of academic and student affairs administrators at 
ATD and non-ATD colleges were gathered using the DLOQ survey instrument, which was 
administered online.  This study was designed to better understand the perception of LO 
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measures in ATD Colleges after five years of participation, and non-ATD Colleges with no 
history of participating in the program.  Both the ATD and non-ATD groups were measured for 
LO using the DLOQ instrument. 
 Participants.  Using a single-stage sampling design, the population of public community 
colleges with at least five years experience participating in the ATD program, and a random 
sample of public community colleges with no history of participating in ATD, were targeted for 
this survey study.  Data collection consisted of a self-administered, web-based survey created 
using the Survey Monkey tool to collect data (Nesbary, 2000).  An online survey was the 
preferred type of data collection procedure for this study because of efficiencies realized, and the 
benefit of overall convenience (Nesbary, 2000). 
Academic and student affairs administrators were the targeted respondents for the survey 
due to their role as the primary controllers of resources within their respective college, and their 
impact on student success.  Each participating institution was assigned a single LO score created 
by averaging the DLOQ scores of all responding administrators at their respective college. 
Recruiting Administrators.  In an effort to improve the validity of the LO data obtained 
from each institution, the survey was directed at all full-time academic and student affairs 
administrators at ATD colleges and the random sample of non-ATD colleges.  The Office of the 
President (OP) was contacted and a request made that the survey be forwarded to all individuals 
meeting the stated criteria.  The presidents of institutions being surveyed were not asked to 
complete the survey themselves, although several chose to do so.  It was originally anticipated 
that the OP may appoint a designee(s) for the researcher to work with to accomplish the 
surveying administrative tasks, however, that did not occur.  Toward the latter waves of 
surveying, when the OP at a given institutions was unavailable, unwilling, or unresponsive to 
 
84 
assist with administering the survey, the Chief Academic Officer (CAO) and Chief Student 
Affairs Officer (CSAO) were contacted directly by the researcher, and a request made for 
assistance in surveying administrators at their institution.  This was met with some success.   
In order to help maximize participation in the survey, an incentive was offered to 
academic and student affairs administrators fully completing and returning the survey prior to the 
stated deadline.  They were given the opportunity to be entered in a drawing to win one of five 
$50 Amazon gift cards.   
Data Collection Procedures 
As previously indicated, data for this study was drawn from the responses of full-time, 
academic and student affairs administrators from ATD and non-ATD colleges, upon receiving 
participants’ consents to participate in the study.  Additional details related to the procedures 
used in conducting the survey are as follows. 
General Surveying Procedures.  Surveying of the administrators occurred over a seven 
month period between June 2017 and January 2018 in order to achieve, and finally exceed, the 
20% response rate threshold.  Targeting the OP of each institution initially, an email invitation 
containing access to the survey link was forwarded along with directions for completing the 
survey and a request that the survey be completed within two weeks.  The OP was asked to share 
with the researcher the number of administrators who receive the survey invitation, however, no 
institutions complied with this request.  Responses were continuously monitored for 
completeness.  After two weeks with the 20% goal unmet, a second wave was scheduled and 
commenced with the OPs again being asked to share the survey link that lasted for another two 
weeks period.  Responses were continually tracked by the researcher via the online survey tool.  
Third, fourth, and fifth waves of surveying were necessary in an attempt to garner the necessary 
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responses, with a shift in strategy to directly targeting CAOs and CSAOs at non-responding 
institutions for the fourth and fifth attempts.  For the fifth and final attempt, the researcher made 
phone calls to the contacts briefly explaining the study was for the completion of a doctoral 
degree, and a personal request/plea was made for the survey to be distributed to the appropriate 
administrators.   The online survey remained available for a final two week period, and the fifth 
wave concluded in early January of 2018 with a response rate of 26%. 
Main Study Implementation.  Initially, the Office of the President (OP) at each 
participating institution was contacted, the study and its procedures briefly explained, and a 
commitment to participate requested via the online survey. 
The survey was sent to all ATD colleges with at least five years in the program (N=192) 
and a random sample of non-ATD colleges (25% of approx. 800+ institutions: N=200+) with no 
history of participating in ATD.  Data for ATD colleges was sourced from the Achieving the 
Dream website, while data for non-ATD colleges was sourced from IPEDS.  Each institution was 
assigned a specific code by the researcher to identify and track its participation in the study, i.e., 
whether or not it was an ATD or non-ATD institution, and the responses of its administrators.  
Each respondent was identified by the institution code along with a number corresponding to the 
order in which he/she responded to the survey (e.g., 150-1, 150-2).  Respondents were required 
to enter their institution code and confirm that they were an academic or student affairs 
administrator, or “other”.   Subsequently, an identity key linking subject code number to 
respondent was established for tracking purposes only.   
As previously indicated, working with the OP and eventually CAO’s and CSAO’s 
directly, targeted respondents were contacted via electronic mail (e-mail) in five waves over a 
seven month period with requests to participate in the survey.  Survey responses were collected 
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via the DLOQ survey instrument.  Responses were continuously monitored, and coded into a 
spreadsheet in preparation for analysis.  Surveys with 100% of the questions completed were 
retained for the study.  At least one individual response from an institution was required for it to 
be included in the study.  Multiple responses from each institution were averaged into a 
composite score representing the overall LO level for that college.  For each participating 
college, institutional characteristics of size/enrollment, and location were obtained from IPEDS 
and entered into the tracking spreadsheet.  Individual respondents completing and submitting the 
survey prior to the final deadline were invited to share their name and email address for the 
purpose of being entered into the drawing.  The drawing was held and all winners received 
electronic $50 Amazon gift cards. 
Data Analysis 
A significant element of analysis for this exploratory study is LO score, consisting of the 
perceptions of administrators according to their responses on the DLOQ.  This was chosen to 
support the purpose of the study, which was explore administrators’ perceptions of their 
institutions as learning organizations after participating in the ATD change initiative for at least 
five years, and to determine any relationship to completion rate.   
In order to assess the dimensionality and validity or robustness of the DLOQ in the 
community college context, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted based on all 
collected responses.  Given the brief history of the DLOQ instrument as well as its minor 
modification, EFA was the appropriate technique to determine the underlying structure of the 
relatively large set of variables of the study (Roberts, 1999).  EFA is a technique used to reduce a 
large number of variables to a smaller number; thereby, allowing the underlying factor structure 
of observed variables to be identified (Suhr, 2006).   To detect and assess underlying sources of 
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variation and covariance among observed variables, EFA was conducted using Kaiser’s criterion 
to analyze eigenvalues for the initial extraction, scree test to determine the number of factors to 
retain, and the rotation method was applied to adjust the frames of reference and improve the 
interpretation of factor loadings (Johnson et al., 2007; Suhr, 2006).  Upon concluding the EFA, 
reliability testing was conducted. The SPSS software package was used to perform EFA as well 
as the reliability testing.   
For Research Question 1(RQ1), “Is there a significant difference in completion rates 
between colleges with at least five years experience in ATD and colleges with no history or 
exposure to ATD?”, Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was the statistical test of choice.  ANOVA 
was appropriate in order to determine and account for the effects each independent variable and 
the covariates had on the dependent variable of completion rate.  Data regarding completion rates 
for the two groups were obtained from IPEDS. 
For Research Question 2 (RQ2), “To what extent do colleges with at least five years 
experience in ATD differ from a random sample of colleges with no history of participating in 
ATD in their adherence to the LO Model?”, a t-test was the statistical analysis tool of choice due 
to its ability to compare two means. 
Lastly, for Research Question 3 (RQ3), “What effect might LO levels have upon student 
completion (graduation) rates in ATD institutions?”, while controlling for various institutional 
characteristics, Multiple Regression was selected as the most appropriate analysis tool given its 
predictability nature.  IPEDS was used to obtain data regarding institutional characteristics. 
Summary of the Chapter  
 This chapter provided a detailed description of the research design used for this study 
comparing ATD and non-ATD institutions on completion rate, and as Learning Organizations 
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(LO).  The sample for the study was 192 ATD colleges with at least five years in the ATD 
program, and a random sample of 200 non-ATD colleges with no history of participating in the 
program.  Academic and student affairs administrators were the target respondents at each 
college.  The study used data obtained from the  DLOQ to help examine the relationship between 
the dependent variable of completion rates and the independent variables of ATD participation 
and location, and the covariates of size and LO score. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), t-test, 
and regression were the primary analysis tools used to address the research questions of this 




CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 
 
Introduction 
As discussed in Chapter 1 and expounded upon in Chapter 2, a growing concern among 
community college leadership is how to improve completion rates among students at their 
institutions.  Upon reviewing the literature, there is evidence that improving outcome 
performance measures such as completion rate in higher education is closely tied to institutional 
improvements via organizational learning methods (A.T.D., 2012e, 2019; Kezar, 2014).  The 
relationship between these observations led this researcher to ask several important questions 
addressed in this inquiry pertaining to the ATD Model for improving student success.  This study 
examines the problem of low completion rates among community colleges and the effectiveness 
of the ATD Model as a viable solution for increasing Learning Organization (LO) levels in 
institutions, thereby translating into higher completion rates.  The purpose of this study is to 
compare ATD Colleges and non-ATD Colleges to determine any differences in LO levels and 
completion rates.  The results of the study will provide insight into the effectiveness of the ATD 
Program prior to the introduction of the Seven Institutional Capacity Framework in 2016-2017.   
The research questions guiding this study are as follows: 
1) (RQ1) Is there a significant difference in completion rates between colleges with at least 
five years experience in ATD and colleges with no history of participating in ATD? 
2) (RQ2) To what extent do colleges with at least five years experience in ATD differ from 
a random sample of colleges with no history of participating in ATD in their adherence to 
the LO Model? 
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3) (RQ3) What effect might LO levels have upon student completion (graduation) rates in 
ATD institutions? 
a) When controlling for institution size (enrollment), what effect do LO levels have 
upon student completion rates in ATD institutions? 
b) When controlling for institution location (urban, suburban, town, rural), what effect 
do LO levels have upon student completion rates in ATD institutions? 
c) When controlling for both institution size and location, what effect do LO levels have 
upon student completion rates in ATD institutions? 
The hypotheses for this study are as follows: 
• H1O: No significant difference in LO levels between ATD Colleges with at least 
five years in the program and non-ATD Colleges with no history in the program. 
• H1A: ATD Colleges with at least five years in the program will have higher LO 
levels than non-ATD Colleges with no history of participating in the program. 
• H2O: The increase in LO levels among ATD institutions has no effect on 
completion rates. 
• H2A: The increase of LO levels among ATD institutions will increase the 
completion rates. 
These results are organized according to the three research questions.  Descriptive 
statistics are first presented to provide an overview of the sample data set and how it was 
obtained.  Next, the validity and reliability of the Dimensions of the Learning Organization 
Questionnaire (DLOQ) instrument is assessed based on LO scores obtained from institutions’ 
survey responses. The study then examines if there is any significant difference in completion 
rates between ATD and non-ATD institutions (RQ1), and how LO levels of ATD and non-ATD 
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institutions differ as measured by the DLOQ instrument (RQ2).  Lastly, the study examines any 
effects LO levels might have on completion rates in ATD institutions (RQ3).  Two-way ANOVA 
was the statistical analysis test used to answer RQ1, Welch t-test addressed RQ2, while multiple-
regression was the statistical test of choice for RQ3.  The chapter is then summarized in terms of 
general results achieved in preparation for discussion and conclusions of the study in the next 
chapter. 
Survey Sample Descriptive Data 
  As the reader may recall from Chapter 2, a preliminary independent samples t-test 
analysis was conducted using completion rates of ATD colleges with at least five years in the 
program, and the population of non-ATD colleges with no history of participating in the program 
(pgs. 36-37).  The difference was significant when nothing was controlled; therefore, the results 
indicated a potential relationship to be further explored in this study.  This researcher’s approach 
to further exploring this phenomenon was to examine the dependent variable (DV) of completion 
rate and its relationship to the independent variables (IVs) of ATD participation (IV1) and 
Location (IV2), along with the covariates of size/enrollment, and LO score (i.e., adherence to the 
LO Model based on DLOQ assessment via online survey). 
  At the conclusion of three waves of surveying academic affairs and student affairs 
administrators at 192 ATD and 200 non-ATD institutions across the nation, results yielded a 
total of 149 usable responses to the DLOQ survey instrument.  Two institutions, University of 
Nebraska – Lincoln, and University of Hawaii – Hilo, were excluded from the non-ATD 
respondents since they were not community colleges, nor were they associate degree granting 
institutions.  Multiple responses within individual institutions were averaged to create a single 
composite score per college.  Overall response rate was 26%.  The breakdown by ATD 
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participation was 59 ATD and 42 non-ATD colleges constituting the 101 total institutions 
representing the sample data set for this study.  All participating colleges offered associate 
degrees with two institutions offering a limited number of baccalaureate degrees.  Responding 
institutions for the location categories were from various states across the United States (See 
Appendix D). 
Notable observations include the proportion of institutions participating in ATD in 
relation to their location (i.e., Urban, Suburban, Town, and Rural).  When grouping 
Urban/Suburban and Town/Rural, it is apparent that the greater proportion of ATD participating 
institutions occur in the Urban/Suburban areas of the spectrum (Urban/Suburban = 63% vs. 
Town/Rural = 37%).  In general, total responses from the four categories of location were fairly 
even, ranging in the lower to upper 20 percentage range for each category.  However, the mean 
of the location for non-ATD Town was noticeably higher than all other location mean scores, 
including ATD Town scores. 
Another notable observation is the higher levels of mean completion rate data occurring 
for non-ATD institutions in Town and Rural when compared to their ATD counterparts (Town: 
non-ATD = 43.62 versus ATD = 28.33; Rural: non-ATD = 24.85 versus 22.80). 

















Urban 22.71 9.30 7 16.7% 
Suburban 19.22 7.01 9 21.4% 
Non - ATD Town 43.62 21.25 13 31.0% 
 Rural 24.85 9.56 13 31.0% 
  Total     42 100.0% 
 
Urban 23.00 11.20 22 37.3% 
Suburban 21.93 7.24 15 25.4% 
ATD Town 28.33 7.32 12 20.3% 
 Rural 22.80 10.82 10 16.9% 
  Total     59 100.0% 
 
Urban 22.93 10.61 29 28.7% 
Suburban 20.92 7.13 24 23.8% 
Total Town 36.28 17.64 25 24.8% 
 Rural 23.96 9.94 23 22.8% 
  Total     101 100.0% 
* Relates to Completion Rate (%)  
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Validity and Reliability of the DLOQ Instrument 
  Validity of the DLOQ.  To examine the validity of the seven constructs of the DLOQ 
in the community college setting, EFA was conducted on the 43 question DLOQ used for the 
online survey resulting in 149 responses.  The suitability of EFA was assessed prior to analysis.  
An examination of the correlation matrix indicated that all variables had at least one correlation 
coefficient greater than 0.3. The overall initial Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure was 0.95, 
with individual KMO measures all greater than .07, classifications of 'middling' to 'meritorious' 
according to Kaiser (1974).  Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was statistically significant (p < .0005), 
implying that the data was likely factorizable.   
EFA initially revealed six components that had eigenvalues greater than one, and which 
explained 50.9%, 5.5%, 4.5%, 3.3%, 2.7%, and 2.3% of the total variance, respectively, for a 
cumulative total of 62.2%. Visual inspection of the scree plot inferred that the three components 




Figure 2. Scree Plot. Illustrates inflection point as one criterion assisting in determining 





In addition, a three-component solution met the interpretability criterion.  As such, three 
components were retained.   
Initial factor extractions were done based on eigenvalues greater than 1.00 using principle 
components analysis in SPSS 26 with individual item factor loadings of .50 or more.  Guidelines 
recommend factor loadings be greater than .50, and for stricter criterion factor loadings of .70 
(Fornell, 1982).  Table 12 shows the four factors removed resulting from factor extraction. 
Table  12  
Item Factors Removed Via Factor Extraction 
Factor #  Question 
4 In my college, people can get money and other resources to support their learning. 
5 In my college, people are given time to support learning. 
19 In my college, teams/groups/departments are confident that the college will act on their 
recommendations. 
20 My college uses two-way communication on a regular basis, such as suggestion 
systems, electronic bulletin boards, or town hall/open meetings. 
 
 Following the extraction of the four factors, the three-component solution explained 
62.8% of the total variance. A Varimax orthogonal rotation was employed to aid interpretability.  
The rotated solution exhibited an increased level of “simple structure”, albeit with some 
“complex structure” remaining (Thurstone, 1947).  The procedure did assist the structure in 
being more readily understandable.  The interpretation of the data was relatively consistent with 
several of the constructs the questionnaire was designed to measure with stronger loadings of 
Provision of leadership items on Component 1, Inquiry and Dialogue on Component 2, and 
Embedded Systems on Component 3.  Component loadings and communalities of the rotated 
solution are presented in Table 13.  
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Table 13   
Rotated Structure Matrix for EFA with Varimax Rotation of a Three Component DLOQ 
Questionnaire 
Items Component Communalities 
  1 2 3   
Qu 42 0.77 0.32 0.26 0.76 
Qu 38 0.77 0.21 0.30 0.72 
Qu 40 0.75 0.38 0.28 0.78 
Qu 43 0.72 0.40 0.19 0.71 
Qu 28 0.71 0.23 0.33 0.67 
Qu 36 0.71 0.21 0.22 0.60 
Qu 37 0.71 0.38 0.25 0.71 
Qu 34 0.69 0.28 0.18 0.59 
Qu 41 0.68 0.41 0.18 0.66 
Qu 30 0.66 0.35 0.29 0.64 
Qu 31 0.65 0.27 0.29 0.57 
Qu 35 0.64 0.47 0.18 0.67 
Qu 39 0.63 0.17 0.38 0.57 
Qu 32 0.58 0.30 0.13 0.45 
Qu 26 0.57 0.35 0.40 0.60 
Qu 29 0.56 0.33 0.47 0.65 
Qu 33 0.53 0.31 0.29 0.46 
Qu 8 0.18 0.79 0.27 0.73  
Qu 11 0.26 0.77 0.17 0.69 
Qu 13 0.46 0.74 0.11 0.77 
Qu 9 0.24 0.74 0.28 0.68 
Qu 16 0.30 0.73 0.29 0.71 
Qu 12 0.42 0.73 0.04 0.72 
Qu 15 0.42 0.72 0.16 0.73 
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Table 13 Continued 
 
Items Component Communalities 
  1 2 3   
Qu 10 0.39 0.71 0.26 0.72 
Qu 1 0.27 0.63 0.18 0.50 
Qu 17 0.46 0.63 0.26 0.67 
Qu 6 0.24 0.59 0.39 0.56 
Qu 3 0.34 0.58 0.24 0.52 
Qu 14 0.47 0.54 0.22 0.56 
Qu 2 0.12 0.53 0.46 0.50 
Qu 22 0.14 0.14 0.76 0.61 
Qu 24 0.30 0.21 0.72 0.65 
Qu 25 0.19 0.14 0.71 0.56 
Qu 23 0.19 0.30 0.66 0.56 
Qu 27 0.39 0.14 0.64 0.58 
Qu 7 0.38 0.21 0.57 0.52 
Qu 21 0.43 0.33 0.55 0.60 
Qu 18 0.38 0.37 0.51 0.54 
 
 Reliability of the DLOQ.  In terms of reliability, an overall Cronbach’s Alpha of .98 
was reported for the DLOQ instrument, with two of the three extracted components also 
reporting at high levels.  The third extracted component reported at an acceptable level as seen in 
Table 14.  Based on its performance in this study, the DLOQ proved to be a reliable instrument 






Cronbach’s Alpha for Extracted DLOQ Components 
Component Item #'s * Cronbach's α 
1 – Provision of Leadership 28,36,37,38,40,42,43 .94 
2 – Inquiry and Dialogue 8,9,10,11,12,13,15,16 .95 
3 – Embedded Systems 22,24,25 .78 
* Note: Recommended Level of at least 0.7. 
  
Completion Rate Comparison: ATD and Non-ATD Colleges (RQ1) 
Incorporating the covariates of size and learning organization, a Two-way ANOVA was 
selected to examine the effects of ATD participation and institution Location (Urban, Suburban, 
Town, Rural) on completion rate.  Of the six assumptions associated with ANOVA, the first 
three of, a) having a continuous independent variable (completion rate); b) two categorical 
independent variables (ATD, Location); c) independent observations, were all assumptions 
associated with the study design and were met.  Residual analysis was performed to test for the 
three remaining assumptions associated with ANOVA, namely; d) no significant outliers, 
assessed by inspection of box plots; e) dependent variable normally distributed, using Shipiro-
Wilk’s normality test ; and f) homogeneity of dependent variable, assessed by Levene’s test.   
There were two outliers, as assessed as being more than 1.5 box lengths from the edge of 
their respective boxes in a box plot.  One outlier occurred in non-ATD, Rural; the other occurred 
in ATD, Suburban.  The decision was made to keep the outliers once it was determined that they 
were not the result of data entry errors or measurement errors.  Residuals were normally 
distributed as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk’s test (p > .05).  Homogeneity of variances was violated 
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(p = .005).  However, given the sample’s normality and approximately equal group sizes, this 
researcher decided to continue with the two-way ANOVA (Lindman, 1974). 
Results from two-way ANOVA analysis indicated a statistically significant interaction 
between ATD participation status and Location category on completion rate, F(3,91) = 2.99, p = 
.035, partial 𝜂2 = .090.  In addition, a cursory observation of the profile plots for the estimated 
marginal means of completion rate suggests a disordinal interaction, as seen in Figure 3. 
 
Figure 3. Profile Plots: Estimated Marginal Means of Completion Rate 
 
Given the presence of an interaction effect, a post hoc simple main effects analysis was 
conducted on the study’s independent variables ATD participation and Location, with statistical 
significance receiving a Bonferroni adjustment and being accepted at the p < .025 level. 
Simple Main Effects for ATD.  Simple main effects for ATD at each category of 
Location using Univariate Tests revealed a statistically significant difference in mean completion 
rate scores between ATD and non-ATD institutions in Town locations, but no significantly 
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statistical difference between ATD and non-ATD institutions in Urban, Suburban, or Rural 
locations (See Table 15).   
Table 15 
Univariate Tests: Simple Main Effects for ATD Participation at Each Location 




Square F Sig. 𝜂2 
Urban Contrast 5.70 1 5.70 0.042 0.838 0.000 
  Error 12288.73 91 135.04       
Suburban Contrast 38.40 1 38.40 0.284 0.595 0.003 
  Error 12288.73 91 135.04       
Town Contrast 1477.72 1 1477.72 10.943 0.001 0.107 
  Error 12288.73 91 135.04       
Rural Contrast 23.60 1 23.60 0.175 0.677 0.002 
  Error 12288.73 91 135.04       
Note:  Each F tests the simple effects of ATD within each level combination of the other effects shown. These tests 
are based on the linearly independent pairwise comparisons among the estimated marginal means.  
To further analyze the simple main effect, pairwise comparisons were examined with 
reported 95% confidence intervals and p-values Bonferroni-adjusted within each simple main 
effect for ATD on Location.  For institutions in Town, mean completion rate for non-ATD was 
43.62 (SD = 21.25) and 28.33 (SD = 7.32) for ATD, a statistically significant mean difference of 
15.42, 95% CI [6.16, 24.67], F(1, 91) = 10.94, p =.001, partial 𝜂2 = .107.  For institutions in 
Urban locations, mean completion rate for non-ATD was 22.71 (SD = 9.30) and 23.00 (SD = 
11.20) for ATD, a mean difference of 1.06, 95% CI [-11.28, 9.17], F(1, 91) = .045, p = .838, 
partial 𝜂2 = .005, which is not statistically significant.  For Suburban locations, mean completion 
rate for non-ATD was 19.22 (SD = 7.01) and 21.93 (SD = 7.26) for ATD, a mean difference of 
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2.61, 95% CI [-12.35, 7.12], F(1, 91) = .284, p = .595, partial 𝜂2 = .003, which is also not 
statistically significant.  And finally, for institutions in Rural locations, mean completion rate for 
non-ATD was 24.85 (SD = 7.32) and 22.80 (SD = 10.82) for ATD, a mean difference of 2.04, 
95% CI [-767, 11.75], F(1,91) = .175, p = .677, partial 𝜂2 = .002, which, again, is not statistically 
significant (See Table 16).   
Table 16 
Pairwise Comparisons: Simple Main Effects for ATD for Location  














Urban Non - ATD ATD -1.06 5.15 0.838 -11.28 9.17 
 
ATD Non - ATD 1.06 5.15 0.838 -9.17 11.28 
Suburban Non - ATD ATD -2.61 4.90 0.595 -12.35 7.12 
 
ATD Non - ATD 2.61 4.90 0.595 -7.12 12.35 
Town Non - ATD ATD 15.415* 4.66 0.001 6.16 24.67 
 
ATD Non - ATD -15.415* 4.66 0.001 -24.67 -6.16 
Rural Non - ATD ATD 2.04 4.89 0.677 -7.67 11.75 
  ATD Non - ATD -2.04 4.89 0.677 -11.75 7.67 
 
To summarize, only Town locations showed a statistical significant difference in mean 
completion rates between non-ATD and ATD institutions, while findings for Urban, Suburban, 
and Rural locations had no statistical difference in mean completion rate between non-ATD and 




Figure 4. Clustered Bar Mean of Completion Rate by Location by ATD 
 
    Mean completion rate scores for ATD-Urban, ATD-Suburban, ATD-Town, and ATD-
Rural were 23.00 +/- 11.20, 21.93 +/- 7.24, 28.33 +/- 7.32, and 22.80 +/- 10.82, respectively.  
Simple main effects for Location of institution (Urban, Suburban, Town and Rural), did not have 
a statistically significant effect on completion rates for ATD participating institutions, F(3, 91) = 
.610, p = .610, partial 𝜂2 = .020.  However, there was a statistically significant difference in 
mean completion rates for non-ATD Urban, non-ATD Suburban, non-ATD Town, and  non-
ATD Rural institutions, F(3,91) = 9.652, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .241.  For non-ATD Town, mean 
completion rate was 43.62 (SD = 21.25) and 22.71 (SD = 9.30) for non-ATD Urban, a 
statistically significant mean difference of 20.20, 95% CI [5.5, 35.01] in favor of non-ATD 
Town.  Likewise, non-ATD Town mean completion rate exceeded non-ATD Suburban (mean = 
19.22, SD = 7.01) by a statistically significant difference of 26.68, 95% CI [9.96, 37.40].  
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Finally, in similar fashion, the mean completion rate difference between non-ATD Town and 
non-ATD Rural (mean = 24.85, SD = 9.56) is a statistically significant difference of 18.83, 95% 
CI [6.53, 31.13] in favor of non-ATD Town.  In summary, the mean of non-ATD Town 
exceeded all other non-ATD location means significantly, while non-ATD Urban, non-ATD 
Suburban, and non-ATD Rural all had differences in means that were not significant.   
 Simple Main Effects for Location.  Simple main effects for Location on ATD and non-
ATD participation using Univariate Tests revealed a statistically significant difference in mean 
completion rate scores between non-ATD institutions, but no significant statistical difference 
between ATD institutions (See Table 17). 
Table 17 
Univariate Tests: Simple Main Effect for Location for ATD 





Square F Sig. 𝜂2 
Non - ATD Contrast 3910.38 3 1303.46 9.652 0.000 0.241 
 Error 12288.73 91 135.04    
ATD Contrast 247.08 3 82.36 0.610 0.610 0.020 
  Error 12288.73 91 135.04       
Each F tests the simple effects of Urbanization within each level combination of the other effects shown. These tests 
are based on the linearly independent pairwise comparisons among the estimated marginal means. 
Examining pairwise comparisons for simple main effects for Location on ATD 
participation reveals no significant statistical differences in means between locations, with the 




Table 18  
Pairwise Comparisons: Simple Main Effects for Location for ATD  


















Urban Suburban 3.48 5.86 1.000 -12.33 19.28 
  Town -20.203* 5.49 0.002 -35.01 -5.40 
   Rural -1.37 5.50 1.000 -16.20 13.46 
 Suburban Urban -3.48 5.86 1.000 -19.28 12.33 
  Town -23.680* 5.09 0.000 -37.40 -9.96 
   Rural -4.85 5.09 1.000 -18.59 8.89 
 Town Urban 20.203* 5.49 0.002 5.40 35.01 
  Suburban 23.680* 5.09 0.000 9.96 37.40 
   Rural 18.832* 4.56 0.000 6.53 31.13 
 Rural Urban 1.37 5.50 1.000 -13.46 16.20 
  Suburban 4.85 5.09 1.000 -8.89 18.59 
    Town -18.832* 4.56 0.000 -31.13 -6.53 
ATD Urban Suburban 1.92 4.07 1.000 -9.05 12.89 
  Town -3.73 4.47 1.000 -15.78 8.32 
   Rural 1.73 4.75 1.000 -11.08 14.54 
 Suburban Urban -1.92 4.07 1.000 -12.89 9.05 
  Town -5.65 4.57 1.000 -17.98 6.68 
   Rural -0.19 4.79 1.000 -13.10 12.72 
 Town Urban 3.73 4.47 1.000 -8.32 15.78 
  Suburban 5.65 4.57 1.000 -6.68 17.98 
   Rural 5.46 4.99 1.000 -8.00 18.93 
 Rural Urban -1.73 4.75 1.000 -14.54 11.08 
  Suburban 0.19 4.79 1.000 -12.72 13.10 
    Town -5.46 4.99 1.000 -18.93 8.00 
Based on estimated marginal means 
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
b. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni. 
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These data further identify Non-ATD Town as an anomaly among Location categories as 
illustrated in Figure 5. 
 
Figure 5. Clustered Bar Mean of Completion Rate by ATD by Location 
In summary, the answer to RQ1 is that statistical analysis using two-way ANOVA 
incorporating covariates of size and LO score found no significant difference in completion rates 
between ATD and Non-ATD institutions in urban, suburban, and rural locations.  However, a 
statistically significant difference in completion rates was found between ATD and non-ATD 




 Relationship Between LO Levels and ATD-Participation (RQ2) 
  There were 59 non-ATD and 42 ATD institutions involved in the study. A Welch t-test 
was used to determine if there were differences in LO levels between non-ATD and ATD 
institutions.  ANOVA testing was initially considered, however, t-testing was more appropriate 
due to the assumption of homogeneity of variances being violated, as assessed by Levene's test 
for equality of variances (p = .033), and the type of data being input. There were two outliers in 
the data, as assessed by inspection of a boxplot, and this researcher determined it appropriate to 
include them in the study as they occurred.  LO scores for non-ATD and ATD institutions was 
normally distributed, as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk's test (p > .05).  Mean LO levels were lower 
for non-ATD institutions (M = 3.89, SD = 1.01) than for ATD institutions (M = 4.02, SD = 0.78), 
but the difference was not statistically significant, M = -0.13, 95% CI [-0.50, 0.24], t(73.52) = -
.708, p = .481.  Therefore, the answer to RQ2 is that there is no statistically significant difference 
between non-ATD and ATD colleges in their adherence to the LO Model, and we fail to reject 





Figure 6. Bar Graph Comparison of Non-ATD and ATD LO Mean Scores 
 
Relationship Between LO Levels and Completion Rates Within ATD Colleges (RQ3)   
In order to examine the association between LO levels and completion rate within ATD 
institutions, multiple regression was run to predict completion rate from ATD participation, 
location, LO level and size.  This approach provides insights into the model “fit”, in addition to 
the statistical significance of the slope coefficient for each variable. In this particular case, our 
interest is the relationship between LO level and completion rate for ATD institutions.  The 
linear model being used for this question is 𝑟𝑖 =  𝛽0 + ATD𝑖 + Location𝑖 + 𝛽1𝑥1,𝑖 +  𝛽2𝑥2,𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖, 
where r is the completion rate of institution i, ATD𝑖 is the inclusion or exclusion of institution i 
from ATD, Location𝑖 is either Urban, Suburban, Town, or Rural for institution i, 𝛽𝑗 are 
parameters in the model, 𝑥𝑗,𝑖 are covariates size and LO level for institution i, and 𝜖𝑖 is the mean 
zero normal random variable with unknown variance. 
This researcher began by testing to see if the assumptions for using multiple regression 
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are satisfied.  It has already been established that the first two assumptions of a continuous 
dependent variable and at least two independent variables has been satisfied, therefore the focus 
will be on the other six assumptions.  There was linearity of the continuous independent 
variables as assessed by partial regression plots and a plot of studentized residuals against the 
predicted values. There was independence of residuals, as assessed by a Durbin-Watson statistic 
of 1.984. There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection of a plot of studentized 
residuals versus unstandardized predicted values. There was no evidence of multicollinearity, as 
assessed by tolerance values greater than 0.1, and no correlation values greater than 0.7. There 
were 3 data points with studentized deleted residuals greater than ±3 standard deviations 
(potential outliers); and two data points with leverage values greater than 0.2 but less than 0.5, 
thereby categorizing them as “risky”; and no values for Cook's distance above 1. The assumption 
of normality was met, as assessed by a Q-Q Plot. The multiple regression model did not 
statistically significantly predict completion rate, F(4,96) = 1.83, p = .129., adj. 𝑅2 = .03.  
Neither the independent variables of ATD status and Location, nor covariates of Size and LO 
score added statistically significantly to the prediction, p < .05.  Regression coefficients and 




 Table 19 
Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis 
Variable B SE𝐵 β 
Intercept 23.062 7.333   
ATD -4.359 2.743 −0.163∗ 
Location 0.899 1.301 0.077∗ 
Enrollment 0.000 0.000 −0.118∗ 
LO 1.111 1.489 0.074∗ 





Based on the results of multiple regression statistical analysis testing, this researcher 
concluded for RQ3 that LO levels have no significant effect on completion rates in ATD 
institutions.  Similarly, we fail to reject the null hypothesis H2𝑂stating that the increase in LO 
levels among ATD institutions has no effect on completion rates. 
Summary of the Chapter 
 In this chapter statistical analysis was used to answer the study’s three research questions, 
as well as address the associated hypotheses.  Major findings include ANOVA and simple main 
effects testing determining no significant difference in completion rate between non-ATD and 
ATD institutions.  Second, Welch t-testing showed that there is no statistically significant 
difference between non-ATD and ATD colleges in their adherence to the LO Model.  And lastly, 
multiple regression revealed that LO levels have no statistically significant effect on completion 
rates in ATD institutions.   
 We now transition to discussion and conclusion of the study in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 
 
 As previously mentioned, this study was designed to explore the effectiveness of the 
ATD Model.  In this final chapter I will briefly discuss the purpose of this research and its 
importance, followed by a discussion of the methodology and results.  I will end this chapter 
with a discussion of the impact of these findings and suggestions for future research. 
Statement of the Problem 
Pressure for community colleges to improve completion rates has been building over 
time.   The nation is facing a crisis where more graduates with certificates and degrees are 
needed in order to sustain the revitalization of the American economy.  The community college 
is expected to play a key role by producing five million degrees and certificates between 2010 
and 2020, also known as the Completion Agenda.  A concept that has gained traction and laid the 
foundation for other models to address the Completion Agenda challenge is the Learning 
Organization.  A Learning Organization is an organization that learns continuously and 
transforms itself (Watkins and Marsick, 1993).  Learning organizations take a holistic approach 
to improving the internal working environment for the purpose of improving performance.  At its 
core are the imperatives of personal mastery, team learning, mental models, shared vision, and 
systems thinking (Senge, 1990).  Empirical evidence suggests the learning organization concept 
is a viable approach to institutions adapting to threatening external environments by structuring 
the internal working environment according to these imperatives.   Higher education has begun 
incorporating elements and principles of the learning organization in order to enhance 
productivity and increase student success.   Among student success models emerging in the 
community college with learning organization principles at their foundations are the Learning 
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College, and Achieving the Dream.  In the paragraph that follows, I will discuss more fully the 
strengths and weaknesses of the Learning College model.  
O’Banion defined the Learning College as an institution that places learning first and 
provides educational experiences for its learners any way, any place, and any time.  It shares 
with the learning organization the aim of changing the way organizations operate in order to 
achieve better outcomes for students.  Conceived with the intent of overhauling the conventional 
structure of education, the Learning College attempts to create a systemic design of what a 
college would look like if it placed student learning at the center of its activities.  The approach 
proved insufficient by itself due to scarce empirical studies and generalizable findings.  Also, a 
lack of commitment and accountability in implementing Learning College initiatives limited the 
model’s overall success.  And finally, a significant deficiency of the Learning College has been 
the absence of a valid and reliable assessment tool to measure performance (Holmes, 2007; 
Innovation, 1995-2012). These issues have hindered the proliferation of the Learning College as 
a viable model for achieving the Completion Agenda.  Consequently, its popularity among 
colleges has waned.  Another model that emphasizes the learning organization concept is the 
Achieving the Dream model which will be discussed next. 
The Achieving the Dream (ATD) model shares learning organization concept 
underpinnings similar to the Learning College.  ATD also emphasizes changing the way 
organizations operate in order to improve outcomes for students, but with added emphasis on 
creating a culture of evidence by using data to support institutional improvements (Kezar 2014).  
Although ATD is growing as more institutions join the program, it has similar limitation as the 
Learning College.  In particular, a lack of empirical studies assessing ATD’s effectiveness in 
improving completion rates in community colleges.  This study helped to fill this gap by 
 
114 
comparing ATD and non-ATD institutions on their effectiveness in improving completion rates.  
Furthermore, ATD has developed an assessment tool to help institutions pinpoint strengths and 
areas of improvement; however, the tool is relatively new with limited statistical data related to 
validity and reliability.   
A hindrance of both the Learning College as well as ATD is the absence of a tested 
instrument to assess their level of performance in terms of learning organization.  The 
Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ) is designed to measure the 
presence of learning organization concepts, and has been proven valid and reliable in various 
workplace settings and contexts (Yang, 2003; Ellinger et al., 2008; Kim et al., 2016; Watkins, 
2017; Watkins & Dirani, 2013; J. Kim, Egan, & Tolson, 2015).  It is considered to be a useful 
instrument for both researchers and practitioners, and its developers acknowledge that several 
hundred companies worldwide have used the DLOQ as an assessment tool (Ellinger et al., 2008).  
Still, confirming the validity and reliability of the DLOQ in various settings is expected to be an 
ongoing endeavor (Watkins & Marsick, 2003; Yang et al., 2004).  The DLOQ’s effectiveness in 
other settings seems to warrant a closer inspection of its ability to assess educational 
environments.  Thus, for the purpose of this study, the DLOQ was incorporated as a tool to 
assess the organizational support systems among colleges in this study.  The aforementioned 
arguments have led this researcher to ask the following questions:   
1. Is there a significant difference in completion rates between colleges with at least five 
years experience in ATD and colleges with no history of participating in ATD? 
2. To what extent do colleges with at least five years experience in ATD differ from a 
random sample of colleges with no history of participating in ATD in their adherence to 
the Learning Organization Concept? 
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3. What effect might learning organization levels have upon student completion 
(graduation) rates in ATD institutions? 
Discussion of the Findings 
In retrospect to the findings, we can conclude that comparatively ATD schools differ very 
little from counterparts.   With regards to their completion rates, ATD schools fared no better 
than non-ATD schools. This finding is in agreement with previous, similar findings by Rutschow 
et al., 2011; Jenkins et al., 2012; Quint et al., 2013; and Mayer et al, 2014.  Due to the scarcity of 
similar comparative studies examining the effectiveness of the ATD model, this inquiry seemed 
warranted.  In regards to this finding, we can speculate the failure of the ATD schools to 
distinguish themselves from their counterparts could be due to one of several conclusions. First, 
we can confidently say that at the time of this study in 2017, ATD institutions were still 
operating under the old construction of the ATD Five Principles Model, which is not much 
different than that of its counterparts in terms of producing outcomes.  Second, the results of this 
study are limited by its small scale, and thus would not be considered generalizable to all ATD 
schools. 
When evaluating completion rates based upon location of school, several findings seemed 
to stand out.  First, ATD schools seemed to be much more prominent in “Urban/Suburban” 
locations.  Of equal surprise, we find that Non-ATD schools occupy a larger presence among 
“Town/Rural” locations.  One can speculate that the larger presence of ATD schools in 
Urban/Suburban locations may be due to socio-political pressures to offer more progressive 
strategies to improve student outcomes in those areas, whereas such pressures have yet to 
influence the more traditional approaches offered among schools in Town/Rural locations.  
Bailey, Calcagno, Jenkins, Leinbach and Kienzl (2006) concluded that institutions with larger 
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enrollments, a higher share of minority students, part-time students, and women have lower 
completion rates.  Typically, institutions meeting this criterion are located in more 
Urban/Suburban areas.  Therefore, it would follow that a greater need for ATD type change 
initiatives exists in Urban/Suburban locations, as opposed to Town/Rural areas where the 
criterion is less prevalent. 
Another possibility is the financial commitment necessary to be a part of ATD may be 
more of a significant barrier for Town/Rural schools, which tend to be of smaller size with 
smaller budgets. Of equal importance, and supportive of why Towns/Rural locations may prefer 
more traditional methods is the fact that they typically fair much better in completion rates than 
do their “Urban/Suburban” counterparts.  Therefore, a surprising find of this study was that 
location of institution seems to account for some variation of completion rates.  More 
specifically, it was noted that non-ATD schools in Towns had much better completion rates than 
did all other schools in all other locations.   
Equally important, this study found that while previous literature suggested that size of 
the school may have some influence upon completion rates, albeit inconclusive as to the 
direction of the relationship (T. R. Bailey, Calcagno et al., 2006; Calcagno, Bailey, Jenkins, 
Kienzl, & Leinbach, 2008; Titus, 2004); that was not the case in this study. 
Fundamental to this study is the concept of the learning organization.  Conceptually the 
learning organization is a strategically operated system which embraces continuous learning, 
inquiry and dialogue, collaboration, embedded systems, empowerment, systems connection, and 
leadership (Watkins & Marsick, 1993).  Primarily, it is a mechanism designed to enhance the 
educational environment in an effort to improve student success. A central premise of this study 
was based on the notion that well-tuned learning organizations do in fact lead to improved 
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completion rates.  However, measuring levels of the learning organization have proved tricky. In 
recent years the Dimensions of the learning organization questionnaire (DLOQ) has emerged as 
a viable tool to measure levels of an organizations adherence to this aforementioned concept 
(Watkins & Lu, 2016).  Although it has demonstrated its utility in various settings, rarely has it 
been used in educational contexts.  Thus for the purposes of this study the DLOQ is introduced 
as viable tool to measure the learning organization. 
Central to the discussion above, is the belief that highly effective learning organizations 
foster student success.  To examine this notion the question raised here was, “To what extent do 
learning organizations impact student success as measured by completion rate?”  It was believed 
that ATD schools would distinguish themselves with higher measures of the learning 
organization than their counterparts.  However, the results of this study found that on the whole, 
ATD schools seemed to fair no better on measures of the learning organization than did their 
counterpart schools.  Since ATD and Non-ATD schools seem to score poorly on measures of the 
DLOQ, their corresponding completion rates were equally poor. 
  It should be pointed out that there was a small and noteworthy exception to the 
aforementioned results.  That is that there was a small cluster of non-ATD schools in the “Town” 
location that exhibited relatively high levels of learning organization compared to other schools 
(See Appendix D).  Of equal importance, it should be noted that these same non-ATD schools 
exhibited the highest levels of completion rates (i.e., all over 60%) than did all other schools.  
Given these results, on the whole it would be difficult to determine what effect, if any, that the 
learning organization has on fostering higher completion rates.  On the other hand, when 
examining the effect of this small group of Non-ATD outliers, it could be inferred, to a small 
extent, that higher levels of learning organization potentially foster higher completion rates.  
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Unfortunately, this study’s small sample size undermines any generalizations that can be made 
broadly.  In addition, one must consider potential analytic problems that may exist due to 
reliance on what has been deemed by some as “crude” institutional characteristic measures 
available in IPEDS (Calcagno et al., 2008).  That is to say, IPEDS institutional measures do not 
take into account institutional policies, student services, instructional strategies and other such 
factors used to improve completion rates (p.643). 
The notion that highly effective learning organizations foster student success is believed 
by many.  However, little evidence exists describing the relationship between student success 
(specifically, completion rates) and the effectiveness of the learning organization.  This led me to 
ask the question, what is the impact of learning organization effectiveness on student completion 
rates?  Upon examining the results, it was found that learning organization effectiveness was not 
statistically significantly related to completion rates. The ATD schools did not perform as 
expected; their scores on learning organization measures were not much different than their 
counterparts.  More importantly, they seemed to cluster toward lower measures of learning 
organization.  The corresponding result gave evidence of poor completion rates as well.  The fact 
that the majority of learning organization measures clustered so closely together hinders any 
conclusions to be drawn about the relationship between learning organizational effectiveness and 
completion rates. 
Implication for Practice  
 Findings from this study have several salient implications for practice in the community 
college.  First, as public, bureaucratic institutions, community colleges have historically been 
viewed as entities slow and resistant to change (Toombs & Tierney, 1991).  However, in recent 
years community colleges have been compelled to adapt and evolve more quickly in order to 
 
119 
survive.  Despite decreasing enrollments, budget cuts, and socio-political pressures, they are 
being held accountable to increase student success.  Consequently, community colleges are 
seeking solutions that broadly change the way they operate across their institution.  Continuing 
to explore the learning organization as a conceptual model for improving performance is a good 
start for this sector.  Various studies have shown that many organizations operationalizing 
learning organization principles experience enhanced performance.  A number of newer and 
emerging models for improving community college performance are built upon learning 
organization principles.  Better learning organization alignment with these models holds promise 
for enhancing performance in community colleges. More experimenting and examination of 
these models is warranted toward the overall goal of improving student success, in particular as it 
relates to community college completion rates. 
 Many models for enhancing performance and improving student success lack a well-
tested instrument for measuring learning organization effectiveness.  As institutions seek to 
substantively improve their learning organization environment, an effective tool for gauging 
progress is imperative.  The DLOQ has been tested and shown to be an effective measurement 
tool in various locations and settings.  Given its performance in this study, consideration should 
be given to further testing of the DLOQ as an evaluative tool for measuring learning 
organization.  Future testing in the community college sector can help to evaluate its 
effectiveness in this relatively new context. 
 A surprising finding in this study was that institutional location has a bearing on 
completion rates.  Among notable results, the majority of higher completion rates appeared 
among Town institutions practicing traditional methods of teaching.  The finding suggests 
institutions in towns using traditional methods are modestly better at achieving a higher 
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completion rate than their counterparts.  A plausible theory is that due to smaller class sizes, 
there is increased attention to individual student learning.  This increased attention to individuals 
may be leading to greater student success in terms of completion rate.  Closer examination is 
warranted to determine if there is credence to this finding, and if so, determine practices that can 
be brought to scale to broadly increase completion rates. 
Limitation of the Study 
In summary, this study demonstrated that ATD schools fared no better than non-ATD 
schools in improving completion rates, and similarly, there was no significant difference in 
measures of learning organization between the two groups.  In addition, there was a lack of 
evidence supporting a relationship between learning organizations effectiveness and completion 
rates.  The data were too clustered together to reach any definitive conclusion and the size of the 
study was too small to definitively say that learning organization levels are related to improving 
completion rates.   
The DLOQ showed some promise in its ability to make measures of learning 
organization in the community college sector.  Additional studies are needed to garner additional 
support for a more definitive conclusion.  Lastly, the small sample size of the study rendered 
some results inconclusive. 
Future Research 
This research study generates several suggestions and recommendations for future 
research.  First, similar studies in the future would be wise to increase sample size in order to 
maximize the overall statistical power of the research.  Second, it is important that more studies 
continue testing models of student success, ideally using measures of the learning organization 
and the DLOQ.  Some promise has been demonstrated by both, but more studies are needed to 
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garner additional data to better establish their effectiveness in education.  Third, future studies 
should consider including additional common and alternative variables associated with 
measuring student success.  This could include variables such as transfer students whose 
intentions are not to complete an associate degree or certificate, and successful completion of 
courses (Bers & Schuetz, 2014).  A fourth consideration involving the viability of the learning 
organization concept for improving colleges’ environment for students, is to garner data on more 
specific institutional policies, practices, and programs that may improve student outcomes.  
Similarly, qualitative studies may be helpful in determining unobservable institutional 
factors/variables such as leadership, faculty relations, local political environment, and student 
support services that may have bearing on student outcomes.  Finally, given the impact that 
institutional location appeared to have on completion rates in this study, future research should 
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LO Dimension Survey Items 
Continuous 
Learning 
1. In my organization, people openly discuss mistakes in order to learn from them. 
2. In my organization, people identify skills they need for future work tasks. 
3. In my organization, people help each other learn. 
4. In my organization, people can get money and other resources to support their learning. 
5. In my organization, people are given time to support learning. 
6. In my organization, people view problems in their work as an opportunity to learn. 




8. In my organization, people give open and honest feedback to each other. 
9. In my organization, people listen to others’ views before speaking. 
10. In my organization, people are encouraged to ask “why” regardless of rank. 
11. In my organization, whenever people state their view, they also ask what others think. 
12. In my organization, people treat each other with respect. 
13. In my organization, people spend time building trust with each other. 
  
Teamwork 14. In my organization, teams/groups have the freedom to adapt their goals as needed. 
15. In my organization, teams/groups treat members as equals, regardless of rank, culture, or other differences. 
16. In my organization, teams/groups focus both on the group’s task and on how well the group is working. 
17. In my organization, teams/groups revise their thinking as a result of group discussions or information collected. 
18. In my organization, teams/groups are rewarded for their achievements as a team/group. 








Original DLOQ with LO Dimensions and Associated Survey Items(continued) 
LO Dimension Survey Items 
Embedded 
Systems 
20. My organization uses two-way communication on a regular basis, such as suggestion systems, electronic 
bulletin boards, or town hall/open meetings. 
21. My organization enables people to get needed information at any time quickly and easily. 
22. My organization maintains an up-to-date database of employee skills. 
23. My organization creates systems to measure gaps between current and expected performance. 
24. My organization makes its lessons learned available to all employees. 
25. My organization measures the results of the time and resources spent on training. 
  
Empowerment 26. My organization recognizes people for taking initiative. 
27. My organization gives people choices in their work assignments. 
28. My organization invites people to contribute to the organization’s vision. 
29. My organization gives people control over the resources they need to accomplish their work. 
30. My organization supports employees who take calculated risks. 




32. My organization helps employees balance work and family. 
33. My organization encourages people to think from a global perspective. 
34. My organization encourages everyone to bring the customers’ views into the decision-making process. 
35. My organization considers the impact of decisions on employee morale. 
36. My organization works together with the outside community to meet mutual needs. 




38. In my organization, leaders generally support requests for learning opportunities and training. 
39. In my organization, leaders share up-to-date information with employees about competitors, industry trends, 
and organizational directions. 
40. In my organization, leaders empower others to help carry out the organization’s vision. 
41. In my organization, leaders mentor and coach those they lead. 
42. In my organization, leaders continually look for opportunities to learn. 
43. In my organization, leaders ensure that the organization’s actions are consistent with its values. 
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Original DLOQ with LO Dimensions and Associated Survey Items (continued) 
LO Dimension Survey Items 
Financial 
Performance 
44. In my organization, return on investment is greater than last year. 
45. In my organization, average productivity per employee is greater than last year. 
46. In my organization, time to market for products and services is less than last year. 
47. In my organization, response time for customer complaints is better than last year. 
48. In my organization, market share is greater than last year. 




50. In my organization, customer satisfaction is greater than last year. 
51. In my organization, the number of suggestions implemented is greater than last year. 
52. In my organization, the number of new products or services is greater than last year. 
53. In my organization, the percentage of skilled workers compared to the total workforce is greater than last year. 
54. In my organization, the percentage of total spending devoted to technology and information processing is 
greater than last year. 






Higher Learning Commission (HLC) Criteria for Accreditation and Core Components 
(https://www.hlcommission.org/Criteria-Eligibility-and-Candidacy/criteria-and-core-components.html) 
HLC's Board of Trustees consider clarifying modifications to the Criteria, including the Assumed Practices, annually, usually with first reading in 
February and second reading in June. 
  
The Core Components 
The institution meets the Core Component if the Core Component: 
a. is met without concerns, that is the institution meets or exceeds the expectations embodied in the Component; or 
b. is met with concerns, that is the institution demonstrates the characteristics expected by the Component, but performance in relation to 
some aspect of the Component must be improved. 
The institution does not meet the Core Component if the institution fails to meet the Component in its entirety or is so deficient in one or more 
aspects of the Component that the Component is judged not to be met. 
The Criteria for Accreditation 
The institution meets the Criterion if the Criterion: 
a. is met without concerns, that is the institution meets or exceeds the expectations embodied in the Criterion; or 
b. is met with concerns, that is the institution demonstrates the characteristics expected by the Criterion, but performance in relation to 
some Core Components of the Criterion must be improved. 
The institution does not meet the Criterion if the institution fails to meet the Criterion in its entirety or is so deficient in one or more Core 
Components of the Criterion that the Criterion is judged not to be met. 
The institution meets the Criterion only if all Core Components are met. The institution must be judged to meet all five Criteria for Accreditation to 
merit accreditation. 
HLC will grant or continue accreditation (with or without conditions or sanctions), deny accreditation, or withdraw accreditation based on the 




The Criteria for Accreditation are the standards of quality by which the Commission determines whether an institution merits accreditation or 
reaffirmation of accreditation. They are as follows: 
Criterion One. Mission 
The institution’s mission is clear and articulated publicly; it guides the institution’s operations. 
Core Components 
1.A. The institution’s mission is broadly understood within the institution and guides its operations. 
1. The mission statement is developed through a process suited to the nature and culture of the institution and is adopted by the governing 
board. 
2. The institution’s academic programs, student support services, and enrollment profile are consistent with its stated mission. 
3. The institution’s planning and budgeting priorities align with and support the mission. (This sub-component may be addressed by reference 
to the response to Criterion 5.C.1.) 
1.B. The mission is articulated publicly. 
1. The institution clearly articulates its mission through one or more public documents, such as statements of purpose, vision, values, goals, 
plans, or institutional priorities. 
2. The mission document or documents are current and explain the extent of the institution’s emphasis on the various aspects of its mission, 
such as instruction, scholarship, research, application of research, creative works, clinical service, public service, economic development, 
and religious or cultural purpose. 
3. The mission document or documents identify the nature, scope, and intended constituents of the higher education programs and services 
the institution provides. 
1.C. The institution understands the relationship between its mission and the diversity of society. 
1. The institution addresses its role in a multicultural society. 
2. The institution’s processes and activities reflect attention to human diversity as appropriate within its mission and for the constituencies it 
serves. 
1.D. The institution’s mission demonstrates commitment to the public good. 
1. Actions and decisions reflect an understanding that in its educational role the institution serves the public, not solely the institution, and 
thus entails a public obligation. 
2. The institution’s educational responsibilities take primacy over other purposes, such as generating financial returns for investors, 
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contributing to a related or parent organization, or supporting external interests. 
3. The institution engages with its identified external constituencies and communities of interest and responds to their needs as its mission 
and capacity allow. 
Criterion Two. Integrity: Ethical and Responsible Conduct 
The institution acts with integrity; its conduct is ethical and responsible. 
Core Components 
2.A. The institution operates with integrity in its financial, academic, personnel, and auxiliary functions; it establishes and follows policies and 
processes for fair and ethical behavior on the part of its governing board, administration, faculty, and staff. 
2.B. The institution presents itself clearly and completely to its students and to the public with regard to its programs, requirements, faculty and 
staff, costs to students, control, and accreditation relationships. 
2.C. The governing board of the institution is sufficiently autonomous to make decisions in the best interest of the institution and to assure its 
integrity. 
1. The governing board’s deliberations reflect priorities to preserve and enhance the institution. 
2. The governing board reviews and considers the reasonable and relevant interests of the institution’s internal and external constituencies 
during its decision-making deliberations. 
3. The governing board preserves its independence from undue influence on the part of donors, elected officials, ownership interests, or 
other external parties when such influence would not be in the best interest of the institution. 
4. The governing board delegates day-to-day management of the institution to the administration and expects the faculty to oversee 
academic matters. 
2.D. The institution is committed to freedom of expression and the pursuit of truth in teaching and learning. 
2.E. The institution’s policies and procedures call for responsible acquisition, discovery and application of knowledge by its faculty, students, and 
staff. 
1. The institution provides effective oversight and support services to ensure the integrity of research and scholarly practice conducted by 
its faculty, staff, and students. 
2. Students are offered guidance in the ethical use of information resources. 
3. The institution has and enforces policies on academic honesty and integrity. 
Criterion Three. Teaching and Learning: Quality, Resources, and Support 




3.A. The institution’s degree programs are appropriate to higher education. 
1. Courses and programs are current and require levels of performance by students appropriate to the degree or certificate awarded. 
2. The institution articulates and differentiates learning goals for its undergraduate, graduate, post-baccalaureate, post-graduate, and 
certificate programs. 
3. The institution’s program quality and learning goals are consistent across all modes of delivery and all locations (on the main campus, at 
additional locations, by distance delivery, as dual credit, through contractual or consortial arrangements, or any other modality). 
3.B. The institution demonstrates that the exercise of intellectual inquiry and the acquisition, application, and integration of broad learning and 
skills are integral to its educational programs. 
1. The general education program is appropriate to the mission, educational offerings, and degree levels of the institution. 
2. The institution articulates the purposes, content, and intended learning outcomes of its undergraduate general education requirements. 
The program of general education is grounded in a philosophy or framework developed by the institution or adopted from an established 
framework. It imparts broad knowledge and intellectual concepts to students and develops skills and attitudes that the institution believes 
every college-educated person should possess. 
3. Every degree program offered by the institution engages students in collecting, analyzing, and communicating information; in mastering 
modes of inquiry or creative work; and in developing skills adaptable to changing environments. 
4. The education offered by the institution recognizes the human and cultural diversity of the world in which students live and work. 
5. The faculty and students contribute to scholarship, creative work, and the discovery of knowledge to the extent appropriate to their 
programs and the institution’s mission. 
3.C. The institution has the faculty and staff needed for effective, high-quality programs and student services. 
1. The institution has sufficient numbers and continuity of faculty members to carry out both the classroom and the non-classroom roles 
of faculty, including oversight of the curriculum and expectations for student performance; establishment of academic credentials for 
instructional staff; involvement in assessment of student learning. 
2. All instructors are appropriately qualified, including those in dual credit, contractual, and consortial programs. 
3. Instructors are evaluated regularly in accordance with established institutional policies and procedures. 
4. The institution has processes and resources for assuring that instructors are current in their disciplines and adept in their teaching roles; it 
supports their professional development. 
5. Instructors are accessible for student inquiry. 
6. Staff members providing student support services, such as tutoring, financial aid advising, academic advising, and co-curricular activities, 
are appropriately qualified, trained, and supported in their professional development. 
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3.D. The institution provides support for student learning and effective teaching. 
1. The institution provides student support services suited to the needs of its student populations. 
2. The institution provides for learning support and preparatory instruction to address the academic needs of its students. It has a process for 
directing entering students to courses and programs for which the students are adequately prepared. 
3. The institution provides academic advising suited to its programs and the needs of its students. 
4. The institution provides to students and instructors the infrastructure and resources necessary to support effective teaching and learning 
(technological infrastructure, scientific laboratories, libraries, performance spaces, clinical practice sites, museum collections, as appropriate 
to the institution’s offerings). 
5. The institution provides to students guidance in the effective use of research and information resources. 
3.E. The institution fulfills the claims it makes for an enriched educational environment. 
1. Co-curricular programs are suited to the institution’s mission and contribute to the educational experience of its students. 
2. The institution demonstrates any claims it makes about contributions to its students’ educational experience by virtue of aspects of its 
mission, such as research, community engagement, service learning, religious or spiritual purpose, and economic development. 
Criterion Four. Teaching and Learning: Evaluation and Improvement 
The institution demonstrates responsibility for the quality of its educational programs, learning environments, and support services, and it 
evaluates their effectiveness for student learning through processes designed to promote continuous improvement. 
Core Components 
4.A. The institution demonstrates responsibility for the quality of its educational programs. 
1. The institution maintains a practice of regular program reviews. 
2. The institution evaluates all the credit that it transcripts, including what it awards for experiential learning or other forms of prior learning, or 
relies on the evaluation of responsible third parties. 
3. The institution has policies that assure the quality of the credit it accepts in transfer. 
4. The institution maintains and exercises authority over the prerequisites for courses, rigor of courses, expectations for student learning, 
access to learning resources, and facultyqualifications for all its programs, including dual credit programs. It assures that its dual 
creditcourses or programs for high school students are equivalent in learning outcomes and levels of achievement to its higher education 
curriculum. 
5. The institution maintains specialized accreditation for its programs as appropriate to its educational purposes. 
6. The institution evaluates the success of its graduates. The institution assures that the degree or certificate programs it represents as 
preparation for advanced study or employment accomplish these purposes. For all programs, the institution looks to indicators it deems 
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appropriate to its mission, such as employment rates, admission rates to advanced degree programs, and participation rates in fellowships, 
internships, and special programs (e.g., Peace Corps and Americorps). 
4.B. The institution demonstrates a commitment to educational achievement and improvement through ongoing assessment of student learning. 
1. The institution has clearly stated goals for student learning and effective processes forassessment of student learning and achievement of 
learning goals. 
2. The institution assesses achievement of the learning outcomes that it claims for its curricular and co-curricular programs. 
3. The institution uses the information gained from assessment to improve student learning. 
4. The institution’s processes and methodologies to assess student learning reflect good practice, including the substantial participation 
of faculty and other instructional staff members. 
4.C. The institution demonstrates a commitment to educational improvement through ongoing attention to retention, persistence, and completion 
rates in its degree and certificate programs. 
1. The institution has defined goals for student retention, persistence, and completion that are ambitious but attainable and appropriate to its 
mission, student populations, and educational offerings. 
2. The institution collects and analyzes information on student retention, persistence, and completion of its programs. 
3. The institution uses information on student retention, persistence, and completion of programs to make improvements as warranted by the 
data. 
4. The institution’s processes and methodologies for collecting and analyzing information on student retention, persistence, and completion of 
programs reflect good practice. (Institutions are not required to use IPEDS definitions in their determination of persistence or completion 
rates. Institutions are encouraged to choose measures that are suitable to their student populations, but institutions are accountable for the 
validity of their measures.) 
Criterion Five. Resources, Planning, and Institutional Effectiveness 
The institution’s resources, structures, and processes are sufficient to fulfill its mission, improve the quality of its educational offerings, and 
respond to future challenges and opportunities. The institution plans for the future. 
Core Components 
5.A. The institution’s resource base supports its current educational programs and its plans for maintaining and strengthening their quality in the 
future. 
1. The institution has the fiscal and human resources and physical and technological infrastructure sufficient to support its 
operations wherever and however programs are delivered. 
2. The institution’s resource allocation process ensures that its educational purposes are not adversely affected by elective resource 
allocations to other areas or disbursement of revenue to a superordinate entity. 
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3. The goals incorporated into mission statements or elaborations of mission statements are realistic in light of the institution’s organization, 
resources, and opportunities. 
4. The institution’s staff in all areas are appropriately qualified and trained. 
5. The institution has a well-developed process in place for budgeting and for monitoring expense. 
5.B. The institution’s governance and administrative structures promote effective leadership and support collaborative processes that enable the 
institution to fulfill its mission. 
1. The governing board is knowledgeable about the institution; it provides oversight of the institution’s financial and academic policies and 
practices and meets its legal and fiduciary responsibilities. 
 
2. The institution has and employs policies and procedures to engage its internal constituencies—including its governing board, 
administration, faculty, staff, and students—in the institution’s governance. 
3. Administration, faculty, staff, and students are involved in setting academic requirements, policy, and processes through effective 
structures for contribution and collaborative effort. 
5.C. The institution engages in systematic and integrated planning. 
1. The institution allocates its resources in alignment with its mission and priorities. 
2. The institution links its processes for assessment of student learning, evaluation of operations, planning, and budgeting. 
3. The planning process encompasses the institution as a whole and considers the perspectives of internal and external constituent groups. 
4. The institution plans on the basis of a sound understanding of its current capacity. Institutional plans anticipate the possible impact of 
fluctuations in the institution’s sources of revenue, such as enrollment, the economy, and state support. 
5. Institutional planning anticipates emerging factors, such as technology, demographic shifts, and globalization. 
5.D. The institution works systematically to improve its performance. 
1. The institution develops and documents evidence of performance in its operations. 
2. The institution learns from its operational experience and applies that learning to improve its institutional effectiveness, capabilities, and 








(Email to President’s Prior to Sending Survey) 
 
 
Invitation to Participate in the Following Study: 
A COMPARISON OF ACHIEVING THE DREAM AND NON-ACHIEVING THE DREAM 
COMMUNITY COLLEGES AS LEARNING ORGANIZATIONS 
 
Dear Mister/Madam President: 
 
My name is Brad Wooten, and in addition to being an administrator at an Achieving the Dream 
(ATD) College, I am a doctoral candidate at the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, advised 
by Dr. David Huang of the Education, Policy, and Leadership (EPOL) Department. I am requesting 
your help in my research study which will shed light on the effectiveness of the ATD approach, and 
will also aid me in completing my degree.   
 
Within the next few days, you will receive an email with a link that I am graciously requesting that 
you forward to all of your institution’s Academic Affairs and Student Affairs full-time 
administrators.  The link is to a relatively brief survey using the Dimensions of the Learning 
Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ) instrument to gauge perceived levels which organizations 
support and use organizational learning to improve performance.  The 43 questions should take 5-8 
minutes to complete.  Participants will be invited to enter a drawing to receive one of five $50 
Amazon Gift Cards upon completing the survey. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns, I invite you to contact me via email at bwooten@oakton.edu, 
or by phone at (708)466-5141. 
 
Thank you in advance for your assistance. 
 
Bradley P. Wooten 







A COMPARISON OF ACHIEVING THE DREAM AND NON-ACHIEVING THE DREAM COMMUNITY 
COLLEGES AS LEARNING ORGANIZATIONS 
 
Dear [Academic, Student Affairs Professional]: 
 
My name is Brad Wooten, and in addition to being an administrator at an Achieving the Dream (ATD) College, I am 
a doctoral candidate at the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, advised by Dr. David Huang of the EPOL 
Department. I am requesting your help in this research study which will assist in completing my degree. 
 
This study surveys ATD Colleges with at least five years in the program, and compares them to non-ATD Colleges 
through the lens of the Learning Organization (LO) Model, to determine the ATD approach effectiveness and 
relationship to student success (completion).  The online survey instrument used is the Dimensions of the Learning 
Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ), which assesses the extent to which organizations support and use learning to 
improve performance.  The 43 questions take approximately 5-8 minutes to complete. 
 
As a member of Academic Affairs or Student Affairs, you are aware of the challenges and complex issues facing 
community colleges.  What is the best way to meet these challenges and improve student success?  How effective is 
the ATD approach when assessed by a more tested approach?  By completing the survey you will help answer these 
important questions. 
 
Will my study-related information be kept confidential? 
In general, we will not tell anyone any information about you. When this research is discussed or published, no one 
will know that you were in the study.  However, laws and university rules might require us to disclose information 
about you.  For example, if required by laws or University Policy, study information which identifies you may be 
seen or copied by the following people or groups:  
· The university committee and office that reviews and approves research studies, the Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) and Office for Protection of Research Subjects; 
· University and state auditors and Departments of the university responsible for oversight of research. 
 
Participants completing the survey who opt to provide valid contact information will be entered into a drawing for 
one of five $50 Amazon Gift cards*.  Participation in this study is voluntary and your responses will be confidential. 
There are no risks to individuals participating in this survey beyond those that exist in daily life.  Taking part will not 
affect your status, relationship, employment, etc. with your employer as no identifiable responses will be shared with 
your employer, and no identifying information will be used.  All responses will be reported as pooled data.  The 
results will be made available to community colleges in summary form to provide information for planning.   
 
If you have questions concerning the survey or would like a copy of the summary, contact me at (708)466-5141, or 
email bwooten@oakton.edu.  You may also contact the study’s RPI, Dr. Huang, at wdhuang@illinois.edu.  
 
If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this study or any concerns or complaints, please 
contact the University of Illinois Institutional Review Board at 217-333-2670 or via email at irb@illinois.edu. 
 
Feel free to print a copy of this consent form for your records.  Thank you in advance for your opinion and your 
assistance. 
 
I have read and understand the above consent form, by clicking the submit button to enter the survey, I indicate my 
willingness to voluntarily take part in the study. 
SUBMIT 
* Drawing to be held 06-09-2017; Odds of winning are approx. 1:80; Winners to be notified via email by 07-03-2017; Only completed surveys 




Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire 
(DLOQ) 
In this questionnaire, you are asked to think about the extent to which your college supports and uses elements 
of organizational learning to improve performance.  For each item, determine the degree to which this is 
something that is or is not true of your college.  If the item refers to a practice which rarely or never occurs, 
score it as a one (“little to no extent”).  If it is almost always true of your college, score the item as a six (“to a 
great extent”).  Fill in your response by checking the appropriate box. 
 




B.  What is your primary role at your college? 
 Academic affairs administrator 
 Student affairs administrator 
 Other: ________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 































1. In my college, people openly discuss mistakes in order to 
learn from them.       
2. In my college, people identify skills they need for future 
work tasks.       
3. In my college, people help each other learn.       
4. In my college, people can get money and other resources 
to support their learning.       
5. In my college, people are given time to support learning.       
6. In my college, people view problems in their work as an 
opportunity to learn.       
7. In my college, people are rewarded for learning.       
8. In my college, people give open and honest feedback to 
each other.       
9. In my college, people listen to others’ views before 
speaking.       
10. In my college, people are encouraged to ask “why” 
regardless of rank.       
11. In my college, whenever people state their view, they 

































12. In my college, people treat each other with respect.       
13. In my college, people spend time building trust with each 
other.       
14. In my college, teams/groups/departments have the 
freedom to adapt their goals as needed.       
15. In my college, teams/groups/departments treat members 
as equals, regardless of rank, culture, or other differences.       
16. In my college, teams/groups/departments focus both on 
the group’s task and on how well the group is working.       
17. In my college, teams/groups/departments revise their 
thinking as a result of group discussions or information 
collected. 
      
18. In my college, teams/groups/departments are rewarded 
for their achievements as a team/group/department.       
19. In my college, teams/groups/departments are confident 
that the college will act on their recommendations.       
20. My college uses two-way communication on a regular 
basis, such as suggestion systems, electronic bulletin boards, 
or town hall/open meetings. 
      
21. My college enables people to get needed information at 
any time quickly and easily.       
22. My college maintains an up-to-date database of employee 
skills.       
23. My college creates systems to measure gaps between 
current and expected performance.       
24. My college makes its lessons learned available to all 
employees.       
25. My college measures the results of the time and resources 
spent on professional development.       
26. My college recognizes people for taking initiative.       
27. My college gives people choices in their work 
assignments.       
28. My college invites people to contribute to the college’s 
vision.       
29. My college gives people control over the resources they 
need to accomplish their work.       
30. My college supports employees who take calculated 
risks.       
31. My college builds alignment of visions across different 

































32. My college helps employees balance work and family.       
33. My college encourages people to think from a global 
perspective.       
34. My college encourages everyone to bring the students’ 
views into the decision-making process.       
35. My college considers the impact of decisions on morale.       
36. My college works together with the outside community 
to meet mutual needs.       
37. My college encourages people to get answers from across 
the college when solving problems.       
38. In my college, leaders generally support requests for 
learning opportunities and training.       
39. In my college, leaders share up-to-date information with 
employees about competitors, industry trends, and 
organizational directions. 
      
40. In my college, leaders empower others to help carry out 
the college’s vision.       
41. In my college, leaders mentor and coach those they lead.       
42. In my college, leaders continually look for opportunities 
to learn.       
43. In my college, leaders ensure that the college’s actions 





Thank you for your participation in this survey!  If you would like to be included in the drawing for one of five 
$50 Amazon gift cards, please provide your contact information.  Information provided will ONLY be used for 
the purpose of drawing and will not be shared. 
 
Name:  ____________________________________________________________________ 
Phone:  ____________________________________________________________________ 
















ATD Status Location Participating Institutions’ States 
 
Urban:  CT, FL, IL, IN, MI, NC, OH, OR, PA, SC, TX, WA, WI 
   
 




Town: HI, ID, MI, SC, TX, VA, WA 
   
 
Rural: AR, HI, MI, NC, PA, SC, VA, WA 
     
   
 
Urban: CA, LA, NV, NH, NY, VA 
   
 




Town: * ID, IL, KS, MN, MS, NE, OK, SD, TN, TX, WY 
    Rural: GA, IL, KS, KY, MD, MI, MT, NE, NM, NC, TX, VA 
* - Bolded and italicized states are home to an institution with significant influence on the study 
results. 
